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The Reverend Robert G. Hobson, Sun
City, Arizona, offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, as we pause in Your pres-
ence, we acknowledge You as our God.
We are grateful for every Member of
this United States House of Represent-
atives.

We pray for every Representative as
they seek to determine Your will and
direction for this great Nation. Our Fa-
ther, we commit each one to You in an-
ticipation that You will be pleased to
demonstrate Your will in and through
each person and in every decision
reached.

To this end, our Father, we entrust
to You every person in this great body
in anticipation of Your blessing and
wisdom. May each be keenly aware
that with regard to Your wisdom, it is
not a matter of one’s ability or inabil-
ity but, rather, their availability to
You and to this great Nation that
righteousness and justice will be
achieved. We thank You, our Father, in
advance for all that You are going to
accomplish in and through each Rep-
resentative during their deliberations
today.

In Jesus’ name we pray, Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. McNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a

quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. HEFLEY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 3214. An act to amend the charter of
the AMVETS organization.

H.R. 3838. An act to amend the charter of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States organization to make members of the
armed forces who receive special pay for
duty subject to hostile fire or imminent dan-
ger eligible for membership in the organiza-
tion, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed bills and a concur-
rent resolution of the following titles
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested:

S. 1226. An act to require the display of the
POW/MIA flag at the World War II memorial,
the Korean War Veterans Memorial, and the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial.

S. 1972. An act to amend the charter of the
AMVETS organization.

S. 2980. An act to revise and extend the
Birth Defects Prevention Act of 1998.

S. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent resolution des-
ignating October 6, 2002, through October 12,

2002, as ‘‘National 4-H Youth Development
Program Week”’.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will take
one 1-minute at this time. Other 1-min-
utes will be postponed until the end of
business today.

——————

WELCOMING THE REVEREND
ROBERT G. HOBSON

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, it is
my great and good fortune on behalf of
the dean of our Arizona delegation, BOB
STUMP, chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the
Member from the Third Congressional
District of Arizona, to welcome his
constituent and our guest chaplain,
Robert G. Hobson, to the floor of the
United States House of Representatives
today.

Reverend Hobson has served in the
capacity of pastor, Bible teacher and
evangelist; and he has spoken through-
out our great Nation, Canada, the
United Kingdom, Europe, Australia,
Japan, and the Philippines, ministering
in countless churches, Bible colleges,
youth conventions, and seminars.

Mr. Speaker, for the past 40 years,
Reverend Hobson has been the inter-
national field representative for the
Capernwray Missionary Fellowship of
Torchbearers, whose headquarters are
located near Lancaster, England. We
are pleased that he brings his unique
perspective on the good news to the
floor of the House of Representatives
today.

Mr. Speaker, I know that you and our
colleagues join us in thanking our
guest chaplain, Robert G. Hobson, his
lovely wife, family and friends who join
us on this great occasion. Thanks
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again to our guest chaplain, Reverend
Robert Hobson, of Sun City, Arizona.

—————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8
of rule XX, the pending business is the
question of the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 327, nays 53,
not voting 51, as follows:

[Roll No. 437]

Evi-

YEAS—327
Abercrombie Cramer Harman
Ackerman Crenshaw Hart
Akin Crowley Hastings (WA)
Allen Cubin Hayes
Andrews Culberson Hayworth
Armey Cummings Hill
Baca Cunningham Hinchey
Bachus Davis (CA) Hinojosa
Ballenger Davis (FL) Hobson
Barcia Davis (IL) Hoeffel
Barrett Davis, Jo Ann Hoekstra
Bartlett Davis, Tom Holden
Barton DeGette Holt
Bass DeLauro Honda
Becerra DeMint Hooley
Bentsen Deutsch Horn
Bereuter Dicks Hostettler
Berkley Dingell Hoyer
Berman Doggett Hunter
Berry Dooley Inslee
Biggert Doolittle Isakson
Bilirakis Doyle Israel
Bishop Dreier Issa
Blagojevich Duncan Istook
Blunt Dunn Jackson (IL)
Boehlert Edwards Jackson-Lee
Boehner Ehlers (TX)
Bonior Emerson Jefferson
Bono Engel Jenkins
Boozman Eshoo John
Boswell Evans Johnson (CT)
Boyd Everett Johnson (IL)
Brady (TX) Farr Johnson, Sam
Brown (FL) Ferguson Jones (NC)
Brown (OH) Flake Jones (OH)
Brown (SC) Fletcher Kanjorski
Bryant Foley Kaptur
Burr Forbes Keller
Burton Fossella Kelly
Buyer Frank Kennedy (RI)
Calvert Frelinghuysen Kerns
Camp Frost Kildee
Cannon Gallegly Kilpatrick
Cantor Ganske Kind (WD)
Capito Gephardt King (NY)
Capps Gibbons Kingston
Cardin Gilchrest Kleczka
Carson (IN) Gilman Knollenberg
Carson (OK) Gonzalez Kolbe
Castle Goode LaFalce
Chabot Goodlatte LaHood
Chambliss Gordon Langevin
Clement Graham Larson (CT)
Clyburn Granger Latham
Coble Graves LaTourette
Collins Green (WI) Leach
Combest Greenwood Lee
Condit Grucci Levin
Conyers Gutierrez Lewis (CA)
Cox Hall (TX) Lewis (GA)
Coyne Hansen Lewis (KY)

Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
MclInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pascrell
Paul
Payne

Baird
Baldwin
Borski
Brady (PA)
Capuano
Costello
Crane
DeFazio
English
Etheridge
Filner
Ford
Gillmor
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hilliard
Hulshof
Johnson, E. B.

Aderholt
Baker
Baldacci
Barr
Blumenauer
Bonilla
Boucher
Callahan
Clay
Clayton
Cooksey
Deal
Delahunt
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Ehrlich
Fattah

Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schiff
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster

NAYS—53

Kennedy (MN)
Kucinich
Larsen (WA)
LoBiondo
Markey
McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Miller, George
Moore

Nussle
Oberstar

Obey

Olver

Otter

Pallone
Pastor
Peterson (MN)
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Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Sullivan
Sununu
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

Ramstad

Sabo

Schaffer
Schakowsky
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Towns

Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters

Weller

Wu

NOT VOTING—51

Gekas
Goss
Green (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Herger
Hilleary
Houghton
Hyde

Kirk
Lampson
Lantos
Mascara
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Myrick
Northup
Pitts
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Platts
Reyes
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Schrock
Scott
Sherman
Smith (WA)
Souder
Stump
Tancredo
Tanner
Thomas
Weldon (FL)
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Young (AK)

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.J. RES 112, MAKING FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
2003

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 568, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 568

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 112)
making further continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 2003, and for other pur-
poses. The joint resolution shall be consid-
ered as read for amendment. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the joint resolution to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of
debate on the joint resolution equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations; and (2) one motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FRrROST), pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, House Resolution 568 is a
closed rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.J. Res. 112, making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2003. The rule provides 1 hour of
debate in the House equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. The rule
waives all points of order against con-
sideration of the joint resolution and
provides one motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 112 makes fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 2003 and provides funding at
current levels through October 11, 2002.
This measure is necessary in order that
all necessary and vital functions of
government may continue uninter-
rupted while Congress continues its
work on the spending measures for the
next fiscal year. Accordingly, Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to pass
both the rule and the underlying reso-
lution, H.J. Res. 112.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FROST. Well, Mr. Speaker, Re-
publicans’ shameful refusal to lead the
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House continues today. We are into the
new fiscal year, and this House has
still only passed 5 of the 13 appropria-
tion bills.

Now, Republicans have been turning
back flips to try to shift the blame for
their own shameful failures. They like
to say it is the fault of the other body
that the House has not done its work,
but we all know how an appropriations
bill becomes a law. The Constitution
requires the House to pass it before the
other body can.

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing to stop
House Republicans but themselves.
And what is stopping them? Simply
put, some Republicans are afraid to
vote for the cuts in education, health
care, and other priorities that most
members of the Republican Conference
seem to support. So Republican leaders
have quit even trying to do the work
Americans elected them to do.

While House Republicans refuse to do
their work, Mr. Speaker, millions of
Americans would be happy just to find
a job. After all, America is suffering
through the weakest economy in 50
years, and a recent Gallup Poll found
that 52 percent of Americans believe
the economy is getting worse. Frankly,
it is hard to argue with them.

Long-term unemployment is at an 8-
year high, and some 2 million Ameri-
cans have lost their jobs. The Census
Bureau reports the number of people
living in poverty has increased, and the
median household income has dropped.
Corporate scandals, the massive crimi-
nality at Enron, WorldCom, and the
like, have rocked the economy and dev-
astated the retirement plans of mil-
lions of Americans. After the worst
quarter for the S&P 500 since 1987, mil-
lions of Americans are dreading the ar-
rival of 401(k) statements, statements
that may now look more like 201(k)
statements.

Overall, the stock market has lost
$4.5 trillion in value since Republicans
took control in Washington a year ago
January. And the Dow has hit a 4-year
low.

What has been the response of the
Republican House during this troubled
time? They refuse to stop corporate ex-
patriates who flee overseas to avoid
paying their fair share in taxes and
who leave other Americans stuck with
the bill, and they refuse to extend un-
employment insurance for all Ameri-
cans suffering in this economy.

Mr. Speaker, this is a shameful fail-
ure of leadership. I do not think it is
going to end as long as Republicans
control the House of Representatives.

But there is one important step we
can take today. We can finally allow
the House to vote on the education
funding necessary to implement the bi-
partisan No Child Left Behind Act.

At the appropriate time, I will oppose
the previous question. If it is defeated,
we will amend the rule to provide for a
fair vote on the appropriations bill for
the Department of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education.

Since Republican leaders cannot de-
cide how to bring up this critical bill,
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we would offer Members several op-
tions. The Committee on Appropria-
tions chairman could bring his bill to
the floor. Conservatives and their Re-
publican Conference who have seemed
so interested in slashing education
spending so far could bring up their
version, and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking member
of the Committee on Appropriations,
could bring up his bill.

In addition, my amendment to the
rule would require the House to imme-
diately consider legislation extending
unemployment benefits to the millions
of American workers who have ex-
hausted those benefits and have no im-
mediate prospects of finding employ-
ment. And to help spur the creation of
jobs in the country, we will call on the
House to consider economic stimulus
legislation before we adjourn for the
elections. This body has wasted enough
valuable time. We have only a few days
left to do the people’s business; and by
defeating the previous question, per-
haps we can start taking care of the
business we were sent here to do.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind Members that it is
inappropriate to use cell phones on the
floor of the House.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I have no requests for time at
this point, so I reserve my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, and
then I will yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for 8 minutes.

Is this not extraordinary? We have no
appropriation bills coming out of the
Congress; we have a continuing resolu-
tion for another week, and the Repub-
licans cannot even produce a single
speaker to defend their position. They
want this to slip on through. They just
want us to vote on this and leave town
and the American people not notice
that they are unwilling to do the peo-
ple’s business. Extraordinary com-
mentary on the lack of leadership on
the Republican side.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, ever since
Labor Day this Congress and the Presi-
dent have been focused almost exclu-
sively on Iraq, and there is absolutely
no question that we will soon be at
war. Meanwhile, the economy is show-
ing serious signs of stress, and this
body is doing virtually nothing about
it.

Only 10 percent of our domestic ap-
propriation bills are in place for the
coming year. We are looking down a
deep economic shaft with very little
light at the end of the tunnel. We are
in danger of leaving for the election
with almost nothing being done to help
provide that light, and there is a lot of
talk in this institution about simply
passing a series of continuing resolu-
tions and then finally kicking all of
these problems over until after the
election, conveniently.
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Mr. Speaker, the rules of this House
are designed to help the House leader-
ship address problems. Instead, on this
occasion as they have been used on so
many other occasions, they are being
used to avoid problems. And then, even
though we have only passed five of the
13 appropriation bills required in this
House, we have some Members of this
House who sound like the great Alibi
Ike of the Cosmos, because they look
for somebody else to blame for the fact
that we have not been able to do our
own job. I think that that has to stop.

I think people need to understand
just how bad it would be if this govern-
ment were to function on a continuing
resolution for any significant period of
time. That action would put the econ-
omy at high risk, in my view. It will
virtually guarantee that almost noth-
ing will be done about our economic
problems. Political positions of both
parties on a variety of issues will
harden, and we will come back after
the election, and we will be faced with
a large supplemental request for Iraq,
and the need to pass all of next year’s
fiscal 2004 appropriation bills. That will
create a huge incentive to simply ex-
tend last year’s spending patterns
through the coming year, and that will
have very bad effects on the economy.
It will also lead to a lot of nasty and
unintended consequences.

Example: it will leave a number of
agencies funded at levels significantly
below where they need to be, and many
of those agencies will be at the center
of our efforts to protect our people
against terrorist threats. But we will
also have other programs for which
spending will be at higher levels than
Congress expected or intended.

Example: the highway spending that
is in the continuing resolution right
now is $4 billion higher than the level
it was intended to be under the Repub-
lican budget resolution. And also, we
have an anomaly, which means that
the National Institutes of Health,
which both parties have promised to
increase by 15 percent this year, we
will have the National Institutes of
Health funded at $3.8 billion less than
the President’s budget. That does not
make any sense. But that is what is
going to happen if this House continues
to avoid its responsibility to bring up
the Labor-Health bill and other appro-
priation bills.

The problem we have is there is an
impasse within the Republican caucus
between conservatives and moderates
over what spending levels ought to be
on education and on the Labor, Health
and Education bill in general. And be-
cause of that impasse, the leadership is
refusing to bring that bill up, and they
are also acquiescing to the demand of a
few hard-liners in their caucus that be-
cause they do not bring up the Labor-
HHS bill, they should not bring up any
other appropriation bill either.

Well, I sent a letter to the Speaker
trying to propose a way out of this box,
and I suggested that the Speaker allow
the President’s education budget to
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come to the floor; in fact, bring the
whole Labor-HHS bill to the floor,
bring the President’s budget to the
floor, if you want, allow the Repub-
lican caucus to offer a substitute to
that, and allow the minority to offer
our substitute, and let the chips fall
where they may. It does not guarantee
an outcome, but it does move the proc-
ess forward.

In the past, many times, past Speak-
ers have allowed controversial bills to
go forward, even when they could not
guarantee a result, because they under-
stood the gravity of continuing on a
long-term continuing resolution and
all of the programmatic harm that
would do to the country and the econ-
omy. So the very least that the major-
ity should do, instead of just passing
another CR, is to bring to the floor the
Labor, Health and Education bill so we
can meet our primary domestic respon-
sibilities.

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to do
something else. We have a very shaky
economy, and in the midst of that, we
are going to be dislodging Saddam Hus-
sein. He is a bad actor, we will all wel-
come his departure, and no doubt that
departure would be good for the people
of Iraq. Sanctions would be lifted, they
would have a renewed opportunity for a
better life. But our economic problems
here at home will still remain, and the
economic problems of people who live
along the Mississippi will not be taken
care of by whatever we do on the Tigris
and Euphrates rivers.

We also need to have an economic
stabilization package that recognizes
that things are dangerously different
here at home than they were when the
majority passed its budget resolution
and its tax provisions a year ago.

In addition to putting the Labor,
Health and Education bill on the floor
so we can face up to our choices rather
than avoid them on that issue, we also
ought to see an economic stabilization
package on this floor that would in-
clude, for example, extension of unem-
ployment insurance, a strengthening of
the safety net for programs for families
hit by economic weakness, help to
small business and farmers who are los-
ing their ability to pay for health in-
surance, protections for investors, and
protection for workers’ pensions, addi-
tional infrastructure funding to pro-
vide for immediate job growths and, if
I may be so bold, I know we are not
supposed to say that nasty word
around here, but we also do need a re-
structuring of the tax cuts to focus
more of those cuts on low- and middle-
income taxpayers struggling to get by
and less on the economic elite which is
doing quite well in comparison to their
less well-off neighbors.
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That is what we ought to do if we
were in the business of solving prob-
lems, but it appears to me that, with
the exception of dealing with Iraq, this
House is going to be essentially a by-
stander.
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As a practical matter, we have a gov-
ernment shutdown as far as the House
of Representatives is concerned, so the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is
stuck with the responsibility under
these circumstances of bringing an-
other CR to the floor when we all know
that he would prefer to meet his re-
sponsibilities, as we would prefer to
meet ours.

But we are not being given that op-
portunity because of an internal war
within the Republican caucus. In my
view, the Republican leadership needs
to bring that bill to the floor. Their re-
fusal to do so is nothing, in my view,
but a confession of either incom-
petence or irresponsibility, I am not
sure which.

So I would urge, Mr. Speaker, that
we vote down this rule, that we vote
down the previous question on the rule,
so that we can bring something back to
the floor which represents a real and
broad-based attack on the economic
problems facing this country.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
time to me. I appreciate his leadership,
and the leadership of the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. Speaker, the success or failure of
any nation or any endeavor is deter-
mined by the leadership it has and the
decisions they make. This Congress
was sent here by the people of this
country to make decisions and to do
the people’s business, and to represent
the people of this country in a respon-
sible way and make decisions for the
common good, and not serve special in-
terests.

It is amazing to me that we continue
to not have appropriations bills on the
floor of this House to deal with the
people’s business and to accomplish the
tasks for which we were sent.

I am reminded of the old joke that
they tell in my part of the country: Do
not worry about the mule going blind,
just load the wagon. We act like we do
not know what we need to do.

This is not complicated. We know
how to deal with this. Blaming some-
body else; let us just find somebody, it
does not matter who, but let us blame
it on somebody else; let us blame it on
the other body, on somebody down the
street. Let us just blame somebody. It
is always somebody else’s fault.

We cannot stand as a Nation to con-
tinue to ignore the business of the peo-
ple. We must be responsible.

The economy, to say the economy is
not doing well is a gross understate-
ment. We have a war at our doorstep.
We have a war on terrorism that we
have been fighting for over a year, and
we have not dealt with issues per-
taining to those two great concerns.

The cost of health care is sky-
rocketing, and taking money out of the
economy at such a rate that none of us
know how we are going to deal with it;
yet, we cannot get to the floor of this
House the business of the people.
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We have been up here playing games
since Labor Day trying to make it look
like somebody is doing something,
when the fact is we have not accom-
plished a frazzling thing since we got
back after Labor Day. At the very
least, bring it to the floor and let us
vote on it.

We have asked, and the Blue Dog Co-
alition that I am a member of repeat-
edly has asked, the other side of the
aisle, we have asked the leadership in
the Republican Party, just work with
us; just talk to us. We can figure this
out. Let us do the job. Let us do the job
that we were sent here to do.

We are not asking them to agree with
us, we are just asking them to talk
with us about it. Bring it to the floor
and let us vote on it. When we work to-
gether, there is nothing we cannot do.
But when everything has to be done in
accordance with the Republican leader-
ship, and when they are making bad de-
cisions like they are right now, it
makes it very difficult to get the job
done.

It is the American way. This is what
this Congress was established for. Let
us bring it to the floor and take care of
it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
guess the chickens have come home to
roost. A long time ago, the first thing
we did practically in this Congress was
pass a big tax bill. Some of us stood
down here and said, hey, we ought to
figure out what we need to spend before
we decide we are going to give a lot of
stuff away; but the leadership on the
other side of the aisle said, do not
worry, there is plenty of money. There
is no problem. Just trust us.

Well, there are a lot of hospitals and
a lot of schools and a lot of people out
there trusting them, and what they see
is that they have given it all away, and
they will not even admit it. If they
would just get up and say, we have
made a mistake, we should not have
done that, we should maybe go back
and rethink what we did.

But I understand their theory. Their
theory is when they make a mistake,
just keep saying it and pushing it, even
if it does not make any sense. They
were out here yesterday on the mar-
riage tax penalty. They have been out
here every week with something.

What really ought to aggravate the
American people in the way they have
handled this budget, when I come in
here, I fly in here from Seattle. I get
here at 4 o’clock on a Tuesday for a
vote on a couple of post offices being
renamed on Tuesday night. Then we
have a little something on Wednesday,
and on Thursday we are out, and I am
on that plane at 5 o’clock.

I am on the ground less than 48 hours
in this town. If Members call that a
good week’s work for a good week’s
pay, I have to tell the Members some-
thing: Most of the people in the world
have to at least work 40 hours. They
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cannot even keep their people here to
work on the problem, but they would
rather say, let us just have a con-
tinuing resolution. It is going so well,
let us let it go on.

Why do we not just pass a continuing
resolution until the first of March and
give up this charade. What they are
going to do is 1 week at a time, and
then they are going to take the next
one, which will be up to October 18.
Then they will say, well, we ought to
do it after the election, so we will do
the 17th of November; and then, of
course, well, we will do December 15;
and then we will come in on January
10; and then come in again, and we will
finally get to work in February.

They ought to be ashamed of them-
selves that they do not bring the bills
out here. Bring them out here, and we
will see. They should bring out what-
ever they can agree on. Since they do
not want to talk to us about what they
are bringing out, they should bring out
their best shot and put it on the floor
here. But no, they want to talk about
Iraq, and they want to talk about a lot
of other things, but they do not do the
business of the House.

We ought to vote this rule down and
bring out the bills.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. VISCLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s yielding time
to me, and I regret we are here main-
taining the status quo for another 7
days.

The status quo for 6,700 people in the
First Congressional District of Indiana
is unemployment. The status quo for
many of those 6,700 people who have
probably permanently lost their job in
the domestic steel industry and in
other industrial facilities is that they
have now also permanently lost their
health care. Their status quo for the
next 7 days is to pray that they, their
spouses, and their children do not have
an injury and that they do not get sick.

Many of those 6,700 people in the
First Congressional District of Indiana
who have lost their job have been
forced into early retirement. They
were promised a pension. The status
quo for a good number of those people
who were promised a pension is that
they will get less than they were prom-
ised because the companies they
worked for are some of the 37 that have
entered into bankruptcy over the last
several years.

We have had programs over the last
several years under the Clinton admin-
istration to help reduce class sizes so
that the children in the First Congres-
sional District could receive the best
education possible, so hopefully, if jobs
ever return to the First District, they
would be eligible for them; but we are
talking about the status quo and not
reducing class sizes over the next 7
days.

We are the status quo Congress, and
given the market’s collapse, given the
recession that we are in, given the def-
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icit that has been created, I think we
have much better things to be doing
today than maintaining the status quo.

I hope that the rule is defeated.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule.

I have just heard my friend, the gen-
tleman from Indiana, talk about the
status quo. The status quo is that we
want to keep the government going; we
do not want it to shut down. That is
really the alternative we are faced with
right now.

What we are dealing with is a con-
tinuing resolution that will go from
October 4 to October 11. Now, people
have been talking about the fact that
we have this unprecedented situation,
and we have never been in these dire
straits before when it comes to the
process of appropriations.

It is true, we may be moving into
new territory, but we have done some
of our work here. It is clear that we
have passed 5 of the 13 appropriations
bills. As the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman YOUNG) pointed out in his
testimony before the Committee on
Rules yesterday, we basically have six
other bills in the bullpen ready to go
that we would like to consider.

I do not want to spend a lot of time
talking about history here, but, Mr.
Speaker, Members should realize that
we have, in the past, to my knowledge,
never had a time when the minority
did not fail to offer a budget. This year
we know there was no alternative, so
our friends can talk and say, shame on
you, and we should be embarrassed and
all; but our friends on the other side of
the aisle, Mr. Speaker, have not come
up with a proposed budget. We know
that the only entity to pass out a budg-
et was the House of Representatives.
We did it with Republican support, and
it was the Republican budget that
moved ahead.

If we look at the past, Mr. Speaker,
we also have had times where we have
dealt with continuing resolutions going
back to 1990, when we saw a continuing
resolution that was vetoed by the
President. We saw one of the sub-
committees have a continuing resolu-
tion that lasted an entire year.

So yes, this is a challenging time for
us. We are trying to get a continuing
resolution passed for October 4 to Octo-
ber 11 so we can get our work done
dealing with the very challenging situ-
ation. We have been able to deal with
the very, very tough times since Sep-
tember 11 of last year, providing basi-
cally about $100 billion, and we have
stepped up to the plate and done that.

So we are at a time of war. This is a
war on terrorism that we are dealing
with. That has created many of the
challenges that we have.
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However, I hope we will be able to
come together and work on this proc-
ess. I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman YOUNG)
for the fine work he is doing in trying
to move this process along.

Let us pass this rule, let us pass this
continuing resolution, and let us con-
tinue working as hard as we possibly
can to get our work done.

O 1100

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I have
great respect for the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER), who just stat-
ed that we Democrats had no budget. If
the gentleman who is the chairman
would listen for a moment, I believe he
will agree that when I appeared before
the Committee on Rules asking that
the Blue Dog budget be made in order,
we were denied an opportunity to bring
it to the floor of the House because it
did not meet the preconceived notion
of what a budget ought to look like. I
keep hearing this and we will hear it
again today time and time again, but it
does not speak the truth because some
of us do want to bring a budget to the
floor of the House.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding. I am sorry that
I did not hear exactly what the gen-
tleman said earlier, but let me say that
you recall in the past that what we
have done and what we have tried to do
this year was to have a complete budg-
et package that was put forward and
not an amendment process, and we
went through this debate earlier when
we went through it. And the gentleman
and I disagree on that, but I think it is
very clear to state for the record that
from our interpretation we did not
have a complete budget substitute that
was put forward.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is exactly correct in the
way he states it, but that is not the
way this body should work. We should
not have preconceived notions of what
the budget ought to look like and deny
the minority an opportunity to even
have an amendment. And that is what
has caused us to be in the position we
are in today, in which we, the House,
have not passed but five appropriations
bills and yet my friends on this side
stand up and blame the other body be-
cause we have not done our work.

And I would ask that the gentleman
on the Committee on Rules in this rule
today, do we have a continuation of the
pay-go rules and the discretionary
caps, or have we allowed them to ex-
pire?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, there is no pay-go on this.
This is just appropriations only.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, so we
do not have pay-go and discretionary
pay caps in this amendment. I under-
stand that this is a CR that continues
all programs at last year’s levels; and,
therefore, a pay cap is not necessary. 1
understand that. But I take this to the
floor today to notice that the Blue Dog
Democrats and I believe a large num-
ber of my other colleagues on this side
are going to insist that when we get
into a CR that takes us into a lame
duck session or a CR that takes us into
next year or a CR that takes us into
the next century, based on the way this
House is being run, we think there
ought to be some meaningful pay-go
rules, and they ought not be allowed to
expire.

And I would appreciate in the discus-
sion if the finger pointing would stop
and most of us, and when I point the
finger at my friends over here, I always
acknowledge three are coming back at
me. But it is an interesting dilemma
where it has gotten us to the point in
which we are not doing our work on
education, on any of the much-needed
Medicare/Medicaid rules; and yet all we
can do here is point the finger at the
other body.

Let us do our work, and you will be
surprised what kind of help you get if
you allow us to debate these issues in-
stead of stonewalling as you did on the
budget.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have to agree with the
gentleman and the points that were
made by several Members that have
spoken today, it does not do us any
good to point fingers; but there are
some things that have happened that
we cannot ignore that we are dealing
with. And one of the things that we are
dealing with is that we have not passed
a budget in the Congress. That makes
it very, very difficult for both Houses
to deal with their appropriations proc-
ess with the same numbers. That is the
difficulty. And, again, it does not do
any good to point fingers at that, but
that is the fact.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this rule. In the summer of 2001 the
majority came to this floor with its tax
cut proposal and told us the following:
for the new budget year that we are
heading into, for every $100 that we
were going to spend, we would have
about $115 of income coming in without
touching Social Security.
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Well, they underestimated the im-
pact of the recession. They understand-
ably could not foresee the impact of
September 11, and they irresponsibly
went ahead with the tax cut in the face
of good economic judgment.

So where we do stand today? For
every $100 we are scheduled to spend,
we do not have $115 coming in. We have
$90, $90.

The reason that we do not have a
budget on the floor is the majority
does not want to confront the hard con-
sequences of that problem that it cre-
ated, because there are only three
choices. The first choice is to slash
education, health care, environmental
protections, veterans benefits, lots of
things that lots of people on their side
support. So they cannot bring to this
floor appropriations bills that do that
and pass them.

The second option would violate a
seeming religious principle of the ma-
jority which would be to renegotiate
the size and speed of the tax cut, which
is what a rational, sensible approach to
this problem would be; but it violates
the creed of the Republican Party, so
that is off the table.

The third option is to do what we are
going to do after the voters have spo-
ken on November 5, and that is to
cover the hole in the budget by spend-
ing Social Security money. The major-
ity does not want its Members to face
the electorate in 33 days and explain
they voted to run this government by
spending Social Security money. So
rather than renegotiate their sacred
tax cut, rather than bring to this floor
a budget bill that would reflect the
conscience of the choice they irrespon-
sibly made in 2001, they are playing
rope-a-dope with the American public.

So we will come back next week and
pass another extension and the week
after that and pass another extension.
The problem with this rule and the
problem with this continuing resolu-
tion is that it misrepresents the
choices that confront the American
public. The majority is going to run
the government by spending Social Se-
curity money. We object to that. And
we forcefully object to the unanimous
consent that they will not talk about
the consequences of making that
choice. We should defeat this rule. We
should sit down as Republicans and
Democrats, renegotiate this country’s
budget, pull us back out of the red, pull
our economy back up, and stop the
charade that we see on the House floor
today.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the important thing for those
of us who share the responsibilities of
this Nation is, of course, to make sure
that the government works for the peo-
ple. And so we are on the floor today to
deal with what we call a continuing
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resolution. We do this in the shadow of
war and the costliness of $100 billion
that may be spent on a preemptive uni-
lateral strike by this White House. But
I think the important thing that
should be focused on is the needs and
the hurts of the American people.

I may use the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict to suggest that I know that there
are good people working here on both
sides of the aisle. I know the appropri-
ators are trying to work steadfastly.
But here is what is happening to the
American people while we are stale-
mated, if you will, around appropria-
tions. Take the 18th Congressional Dis-
trict in Houston, Texas. We have got
agencies that deal with child care that
are literally shutting down because
working parents who are trying to
make ends meet do not have the fund-
ing for child care. We do not have the
100,000 teachers promised that was
made a couple of years ago, so that
there are 16,000 fewer teachers being
trained. We find with the new numbers
in poverty that there are now 1.3 mil-
lion families living in poverty. In my
own congressional district and State
we have got 700,000 homeowners that
have no insurance. We have as well
those who are losing their benefits of
Medicare and Medicaid because our
Labor-HHS bill that covers education
and Medicare and Medicaid has not yet
been funded.

And so what we do on this floor is so
vital; it absolutely impacts the mat-
ters of life and death for our constitu-
encies. And here we are with a con-
tinuing resolution because Republicans
refuse to recognize that the multibil-
lion dollars tax cut that was rendered
some months ago must be ceased and
stopped so that we can focus ourselves
on providing the needs of the American
people in a bipartisan manner. I hate
to go home to my seniors who are mak-
ing choices between their prescription
drugs and paying their rents and their
mortgages. I hate to go home to young
mothers who want to work who have
moved off welfare but cannot function
because they have no child care. I hate
to g0 home to my inner city schools be-
cause they are overloaded in their
classrooms.

Vote against this rule and get back
to work on behalf of the American peo-
ple.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Washington for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and in support of the con-
tinuing resolution. I have listened to
some of the debate this morning and
have heard a number of my Democratic
colleagues harshly critical of this con-
tinuing resolution. I do not know
whether they intend to vote for the
continuing resolution or not; but as we
all know, a vote against the continuing
resolution is a vote to shut down the
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government. And while we are strug-
gling to finish this appropriations proc-
ess, and it is a struggle, today the Re-
publicans are going to make it very
clear that we do not think that we
should shut down the government
while we work out the differences that
we still have.

So we are going to pass this con-
tinuing resolution today. I hope we
have support from my Democratic col-
leagues on that. Judging from the dis-
cussion so far this morning, I am not
terribly optimistic; but I hope we will
because, as I said, we should keep the
government open while we resolve
these differences.

As always for the CR itself, frankly,
I would not write it. If it were up to
me, I would not write it exactly this
way, but it is a short term CR; it does
not take us terribly long into the fu-
ture. Hopefully, it will take us past the
time in which the defense appropria-
tions bill will be signed into law. That
is about half of the discretionary
spending in this process, and that will
give us a chance to revisit this issue.
And if we have not worked out the rest
of the appropriations bills, we can re-
fine and improve and hopefully perfect
the continuing resolution that might
be required at that point. If we can do
that, I will support that CR. If we can-
not improve it and correct the flaws,
then I will vote against that con-
tinuing resolution.

But the point is as we go through
this process we Republicans are respon-
sibly trying to struggle through a dif-
ficult process to work out our dif-
ferences and pass the spending bills
necessary for this government. And it
is a difficult process for a simple rea-
son. We think there ought to be some
budgetary restraints. We think there is
a point at which we have got to say to
the American people what we have said
twice on this floor when we have
passed the budget resolution, a second
time when we have passed the deeming
resolution acknowledging that as an
operative budget.

What we said is we have got huge
new needs for funding this war on ter-
rorism. We have got huge new expenses
we have got to incur to protect our
homeland. And given those huge new
expenses which we all accept, we have
got to tighten our belts in some of the
other areas of government where we
cannot afford to keep growing all of
these programs at three, four and five
times the rate of inflation, as we have
in recent years.

What we are simply saying is we need
a little bit of restraint in these other
areas of government. Now, there would
be an easy solution to this and it is the
solution that would draw a tremendous
majority of votes on the Democratic
side of this aisle, and that would be to
forget about the budget and just spend
a whole lot more. Maybe we could just
agree to whatever number is being
floated at the other end of this building
or maybe a higher number still because
the objection on this side of the aisle is
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that we are not spending enough
money.

Well, my colleagues, we have been
spending too much money for too long.
We have got legitimate needs in de-
fense and homeland security. It is time
to tighten our belts in the other areas.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the continuing resolution and
continue this struggle for a responsible
budget.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PHELPS).

(Mr. PHELPS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, as we debate another con-
tinuing resolution, and there is talk of
recessing until after the elections, | am con-
cerned we have not addressed all 13 appro-
priations bills and extending unemployment
benefits.

Congress enacted a budget last year based
on projections of a $5.6 ftrillion surplus. Sev-
eral Members warned about the danger of
making decisions based on projected sur-
pluses that might not materialize, but our
warnings were ignored. One year later the
projections have turned out to be wrong and
we are looking at large deficits and a growing
national debt.

Circumstances have changed dramatically
since we enacted the Republican budget last
year. The projections turned out to be too opti-
mistic, revenues are much lower than ex-
pected, we face tremendous new expenses for
homeland defense and the war on terrorism
and a possible war with Irag. But the Repub-
licans refuse to consider any changes to their
budget policies in response to the changed
circumstances.

We understand that circumstances have
changed greatly in the past year. We under-
stand the economy is in turmoil and we are
facing a war on terrorism but that does not
give us an excuse to not come up with a
budget. We should not ignore our responsi-
bility to the American people.

The American people have shown a tremen-
dous willingness to make sacrifices to help win
the war on terrorism, just as they did in World
War Il. But instead of asking all Americans to
make sacrifices to pay for the war on ter-
rorism, the administration and Republican
leadership are paying for the war with bor-
rowed money, leaving the bill to be paid for by
someone else in the future.

In my congressional district in central and
southern lllinois, there is a high unemployment
rate and the economy is suffering. Mr. Speak-
er, | am concerned because the Republicans
refuse to extend unemployment benefits to the
millions who have exhausted benefits and
need help now. Unemployment is at an all
time high and median household income has
dropped. The stock market has lost millions
and the Dow is at a low.

Mr. Speaker, | am concerned we are going
to leave these important issues unaddressed
until after the elections.

Oppose previous question and let us get on
with doing the people’s business.

0 1115

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the remaining time.
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Mr. Speaker, the continuing resolu-
tion before us is an indictment of the
Republican majority. They have failed
to help the unemployed, failed to res-
cue the economy, failed to complete
the appropriations process and failed
the American people.

If the previous question is defeated, I
will introduce a package that contains
the CR we are debating today, extends
unemployment insurance, brings the
Labor-HHS bill to the floor so that we
can move the appropriations process
forward, and calls for an economic
stimulus package to get this country
moving again.

Meaningless sense of the House reso-
lutions will not get it done, Mr. Speak-
er. Passing continuing resolutions to
avoid tough choices is not going to get
it done either. There is an unfinished
agenda of issues that mean something
to the middle-class Americans, Mr.
Speaker, and Democrats want to help
them, even if Republicans do not.

By defeating the previous question,
the House can take up this economic
package and reverse the economic de-
cline that the Republicans have
brought us. Let us get America back to
work again.

I urge a no vote on the previous ques-
tion.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. FROST is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 568
OFFERED BY MR. FROST

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert:

That upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 112) making
further continuing appropriations for the fis-
cal year 2003, and for other purposes. The
joint resolution shall be considered as read
for amendment. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate on the
joint resolution equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions; and (2) one motion to recommit.

Sec. 2. (a) Immediately after disposition of
H.J. Res. 112, the Speaker shall declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5320) making
appropriations for the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education,
and related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2003, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as
read. All points or order against provision in
the bill are waived. No amendment to the
bill shall be in order except those specified in
subsection (b). Each such amendment may be
offered only in the order specified, may be
offered only by the Member specified or his
designee, shall be considered as read, shall be
debatable for one hour equally divided and
controlled by the proponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. All points of order
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against such amendments (except those aris-
ing under clause 7 of rule XVI) are waived. If
more than one of the amendments specified
in subsection (b) is adopted, only the last to
be adopted shall be considered as finally
adopted and reported to the House. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

(b) The amendments referred to in sub-
section (a) are as follows:

(1) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Shadegg of Ari-
zona.

(2) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Obey of Wisconsin.

(3) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Young of Florida.

Sec. 3 Immediately after disposition of
H.R. 5320, the House shall without interven-
tion of any point of order consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 5491) to provide eco-
nomic security for America’s workers. The
bill shall be considered as read for amend-
ment. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) one
hour of debate on the bill equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means; (2) an amendment in the nature
of a substitute offered by Representative
Thomas of California or his designee, which
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order (except those arising under
clause 7 of rule XVI), shall be considered as
read, and shall be separately debatable for
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent; and (3) one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Sec. 4. (a) On the legislative day of Thurs-
day, October 10, 2002, immediately after the
third daily order of business under clause 1
of rule XIV, the House shall without inter-
vention of any point of order consider in the
House the bill specified in subsection (b).
The bill shall be considered as read for
amendment. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except; (1)
one hour of debate on the bill equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ways
and Means; (2) an amendment specified in
subsection (c¢), which shall be in order with-
out intervention of any point of order, shall
be considered as read, and shall be separately
debatable for one hour equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

(b) The bill referred to in subsection (a) is
a bill that Representative Thomas of Cali-
fornia shall introduce on or before the legis-
lative day of October 7, 2002, on the subject
of economic stimulus and that Representa-
tive Thomas shall designate as introduced
pursuant to this resolution.

(c) The amendment referred to in sub-
section (a) is an amendment in the nature of
a substitute consisting of the text of a bill
that Representative Rangel of New York
shall introduce on or before the legislative
day of Wednesday, October 9, 2002, on the
subject of economic stimulus and that Rep-
resentative Rangel shall designate as intro-
duced pursuant to this resolution.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on ordering
the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of

Evi-

the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 206, nays

198, not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 438]

YEAS—206

Akin Goodlatte Ose
Armey Goss Otter
Bachus Graham Oxley
Ballenger Granger Paul
Barr Graves Pence
Bartlett Green (WI) Peterson (PA)
Barton Greenwood Petri
Bass Grucci Pickering
Bereuter Gutknecht Pitts
Biggert Hansen Pombo
Bilirakis Hart Portman
Blunt Hastings (WA) Pryce (OH)
Boehlert Hayes Putnam
Boehner Hayworth Quinn
Bonilla Hefley Radanovich
Bono Herger Ramstad
Boozman Hobson Regula
Brady (TX) Hoekstra Rehberg
Brown (SC) Horn Reynolds
Bryant Hostettler Riley
Burr Houghton Rogers (KY)
Burton Hulshof Rogers (MI)
Buyer Hunter Rohrabacher
Calvert Hyde Ros-Lehtinen
Camp Isakson Royce
Cannon Issa Ryan (WI)
Cantor Istook R

. . yun (KS)
Capito Jenkins Saxton
Castle Johnson (CT) Schaffer
Chabot Johnson (IL) Sensenbrenner
Chambliss Johnson, Sam Sessions
Coble Jones (NC) Shadegg
Collins Keller Shaw
Combest Kelly Shavs
Cox Kerns o
Crane King (NY) Shgrwood
Crenshaw Kingston Shimkus
Cubin Kirk Shuster
Culberson Knollenberg S}mmons
Cunningham Kolbe Simpson
Davis, Jo Ann LaHood Ske-‘en
DeLay Latham Smith (MI)
DeMint LaTourette Smith (NJ)
Diaz-Balart Leach Smith (TX)
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Stearns
Dreier Lewis (KY) Sununu
Duncan Linder Sweeney
Dunn LoBiondo Tancredo
Ehrlich Lucas (OK) Taylor (NC)
Emerson Manzullo Terry
English McCrery Thomas
Everett McHugh Thornberry
Ferguson McInnis Thune
Flake McKeon Tiahrt
Fletcher Mica Tiberi
Foley Miller, Dan Toomey
Forbes Miller, Gary Upton
Fossella Miller, Jeff Vitter
Frelinghuysen Moran (KS) Walden
Gallegly Morella Walsh
Ganske Myrick Wamp
Gekas Nethercutt Watkins (OK)
Gibbons Ney Watts (OK)
Gilchrest Northup Weldon (FL)
Gillmor Norwood Weldon (PA)
Gilman Nussle Weller
Goode Osborne Whitfield
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Wicker
Wilson (NM)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon

Aderholt
Baker
Callahan
Clayton
Cooksey
Davis, Tom
Deal

Ehlers
Fattah
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Wilson (SC)
Wolf

NAYS—198

Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MecIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

NOT VOTING—27

Green (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hilleary
Kennedy (MN)
Lampson
Mascara
McKinney
Napolitano
Platts
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Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Schrock
Souder

Stump
Sullivan
Tanner
Tauzin
Waxman

Mr. HILL and Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to

unay.n

Mr. LEACH
changed their vote from

“yea.”

and Mr.

REGULA
4<nayaa to

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:
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Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
438 | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 438 | was attending a White House brief-
ing on Irag. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 438 | was at the White House
for a briefing on Iraq. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

Mr. PLATTS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
438 | was attending a White House briefing on
Iraq. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea.”

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
438 | was detained at a meeting in the White
House and could not return to the House floor
before the vote concluded. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3781

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my name be removed as a cosponsor of
H.R. 3781.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.J. Res. 112, making further
continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2003, and for other purposes, and
that I may include tabular and extra-
neous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

———

FURTHER  CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2003

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 568, I call
up the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 112)
making further continuing appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2003, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.
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The text of House Joint Resolution

112 is as follows:
H.J. RES. 112

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Public Law 107-229
is further amended by striking the date spec-
ified in section 107(c) and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘October 11, 2002°.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Pursuant to House Resolu-
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tion 568, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YoUuNG) and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Chairman YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 112 is the sec-
ond continuing resolution for fiscal
year 2003. It will extend the current CR
until next Friday at midnight, October
11.

The terms and conditions of the ini-
tial CR will remain in effect. All ongo-
ing activities will be continued at cur-
rent rates under the same terms and
conditions as fiscal year 2002.

I will briefly mention them again for
Members. It will continue all ongoing
activities at current rates, including
supplementals, under the same terms
and conditions as fiscal year 2002.

The term ‘‘rate for operations not ex-
ceeding the current rate’ continues to
be defined as stated in OMB Bulletin
No. 01-10.

As in past CRs, it does not allow new
starts, and it allows for adjustment for
one-time expenditures that occurred in
fiscal year 2002.

It continues the eight funding or au-
thorizing anomalies in the original CR.

Mr. Speaker, this CR is non-con-
troversial. I urge the House to move
this legislation to the Senate so that
the government can continue to oper-
ate until we have that glorious day
when we conclude all of the appropria-
tions bills.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, let us be thankful that
the millions of American children who
just started the new school year have
better things to do than to watch pro-
ceedings on the House floor, because if
they were, they would be learning some
terrible lessons from the Republican
leadership.

Lesson 1: 2 plus 2 equals 3. That is
what we call the GOP’s ‘“‘fuzzy’ math.
And that is what enabled our Repub-
lican friends to enact enormous tax
cuts for the wealthiest Americans
while still pretending that they are
committed to a balanced budget, def-
icit reduction and priorities like edu-
cation.

Lesson 2: Say one thing, do another.
Our Republican friends have voted 7
times over the last 3 years to put our
Social Security surpluses in a so-called
lockbox, and then they have turned
right around and passed a budget that
raids those surpluses to the tune of $2
trillion.

Lesson 3: Do not do homework be-
cause, as this Republican leadership
has demonstrated, we do not even need
to worry about completing the basics.
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While our Republican friends act like
they are on a permanent summer vaca-
tion, the truth is they simply have be-
come congressional truants. On this,
the third day of the new fiscal year,
this House has failed to complete work
on even 1 of the 13 appropriations bills.

Since Members returned from the
August district work period, we have
not considered one spending bill on the
floor of this House. Not one. Rather
than bring up the energy and water
bill, we are loading up the suspension
calendar. Rather than consider the for-
eign operations bill, we are spending
time on sense of House resolutions.
Rather than doing the work that the
American people expect to be done, we
are in session for only 3 days again this
week.

While we dither, the American people
suffer the consequences, and our econ-
omy is tanking. A real Patients’ Bill of
Rights, stalled by the GOP leadership.
A real prescription drug benefit for
seniors under Medicare, blocked by the
GOP leadership. Pension reform that
protects workers and legislation to
eliminate offshore corporate tax ha-
vens, disregarded by the GOP leader-
ship. An increase in the minimum wage
and an extension of the unemployment
insurance benefits, a critical step that
we ought to be taking, ignored by the
GOP leadership.

Mr. Speaker, this leadership would
even undo important bipartisan legisla-
tion that we have already passed. After
all the fanfare about the No Child Left
Behind Act, our Republican friends
would slash spending on the act’s pro-
grams by $90 million, and they call for
the smallest increase in education
spending in 7 years.

Today, as we pass this second con-
tinuing resolution, let us be thankful
that America’s children are hard at
work at school doing what is expected
of them, because we are not. Unfortu-
nately, the same cannot be said of us.

Mr. Speaker, I see the gentleman
from California on the floor, and with
the last remaining seconds I have, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
may speak. The gentleman will come
up here and say, ‘“‘Look at what the
Democrats did.”

Mr. Speaker, I came here in 1981. For
the next 6 years with a Republican
President and a Republican TUnited
States Senate, we ran up the largest
deficits in the history of America.
From 1993, under Bill Clinton, until the
time he left, for 8 straight years we
brought the deficit down and came into
surplus. We have now squandered that
$5.6 trillion, and we are down to zero,
and the economy is hurting. Let us do
better.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 1%2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I seldom try to put
words in the mouth of other Members,
but I listened carefully to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
and I think he did misspeak on one par-
ticular issue. The gentleman empha-
sized that the House had not consid-
ered one appropriations bill. The fact
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of the matter is that we have sent to
the Senate the Defense bill, the Legis-
lative branch bill, the Military Con-
struction bill, the Interior bill, and the
Treasury-Postal Service bill. We have
passed those through the House.

In addition, I would add that the Ag-
riculture bill, the District of Columbia
bill, the Energy and Water Develop-
ment bill, the Foreign Operations bill,
Transportation bill, and the Labor-
HHS-Education bill are all ready to be
considered at a moment’s notice. We
will mark up the VA-HUD bill next
week. The committee has been very ag-
gressive in meeting its responsibilities.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. The chairman of our
committee, and our committee, in my
opinion, has tried to act as responsibly
as we possibly can, and I count myself
advantaged by having the opportunity
to serve on the gentleman’s committee,
one of the fairest people on the floor of
this House.

However, I think I did not misspeak,
and what I said was during the month
of September, the month before the end
of the fiscal year, we have not consid-
ered one appropriation bill on the floor
of this House. I agree with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman
YouNG). My bill was one that passed.
But in September not one bill have we
considered on the floor.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK).

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I appreciate the gentleman’s tire-
less efforts as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, never giving
up and never stopping trying, even
though some Members of this body and
the other body would try to present
him with an impossible task.

Mr. Speaker, we know it is a chal-
lenge, especially since 9/11, with the in-
creased costs of national security, of
fighting the war against terrorism, of
homeland security, and the domestic
needs of this Nation, we know it has
been a terribly difficult task to try to
come up with budgets. Nevertheless,
this House has risen to the occasion
and has followed the law requiring us
to adopt a budget and then to specify
the details of how we are going to allo-
cate the overall spending among the
various subcommittees.

As the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YoUNG) has mentioned, we have been
responsible in doing that in this House.
The bill for which I have responsibility
through the Subcommittee on Treas-
ury, Postal Service and General Gov-
ernment cleared this House July 24, 2.5
months ago. The other body has yet to
bring its counterpart to the floor. We
cannot proceed on that bill because
only one House of Congress has acted.
We see that pattern, unfortunately, re-
peated over and over. The law requires
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both Houses of Congress to enact a
budget so that we know how much we
have to spend so we can divvy it up.

This body, the House of Representa-
tives, has done so. The other body, de-
spite the legal requirement that it do
so and should have done it back in
April, still has not done it. No wonder
we have gridlock and deadlock.

I would call upon Members of this
House that has a complaint to talk to
their Member of the other body, to talk
to the people who bear the title of Sen-
ator and tell them we need their help.
We need them to be constructive. We
need them to talk about the overall
numbers.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind the gentleman and
all Members that it is not in order to
characterize the Senate, or the ‘‘other
body,” for any inaction or all other in-
appropriate remarks should be avoided.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, that is
why I talk about the law, because it is
certainly appropriate for the other
body to follow the law, as this House
has done and as we hope both bodies
would.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. Out of an abun-
dance of caution for the debate, and to
clarify, any inference to the other body
as breaking the law would be inappro-
priate under the same rule of the
House.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, that is
why I characterized it as being totally
appropriate for the other body to fol-
low the law.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise Members that the
rules of the House are specific, and ob-
lique references will be recognized
when appropriate by the Chair.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, what we
do in our everyday lives as families, we
sit around the kitchen table and we
say, this is how much we have, and this
is what we would like to accomplish.
And we make decisions, tough deci-
sions. I would like for every Member of
this House to help us in making these
difficult decisions.

We did not know we were going to
have the attacks of 9/11. We did not
know we were going to be looking at
another war on the other side of the
globe. We did not know that we would
have the economic problems that have
surfaced, and yet we are trying to do
our best. But some Members, their only
answer is whatever we are doing is not
good enough, because the only answer
is to spend more money. That is not al-
ways the answer.
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Mr. Speaker, we have got to have
people who take a constructive look at
things rather than being naysayers. We
have got to have people who say, look,
this is where we will have to cut back
if we want to get back to a balanced
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budget instead of having deficits return
and continue; if we want to make sure
we follow the policy that the majority
in this House has done for the last sev-
eral years, balancing the budget with-
out using Social Security receipts to
do so. We have increased in recent
years education spending some 150 per-
cent since the majority changed in this
body. Yet some people accuse us of not
being sensitive toward education. That
is just not so.

I appreciate the efforts of the leader-
ship of this House and the gentleman
from Florida. I suggest that we should
adopt this continuing resolution and
have every Member of this body stop
the naysaying and get constructive.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). The Chair would remind all
Members that are on the House floor
that they need to be dressed in appro-
priate attire for them to be on the
floor.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to give the
gentleman who just spoke the ‘‘Alibi
Ike of the Cosmos” award. He is essen-
tially saying, ‘‘Gee whiz, folks, the rea-
son that we can’t pass these eight ap-
propriation bills is because if we do,
the other body won’t have passed them,
and so therefore it’s them there other
guys’ fault.”

I do not think that is a very impres-
sive argument. I know of absolutely no
reason whatsoever that the House has
not been able to deal with the HUD ap-
propriation bill, with the transpor-
tation appropriation bill, with the
Labor-H bill, the Commerce-State-Jus-
tice bill, the agriculture bill, the for-
eign ops bill, the energy and water bill,
and the District of Columbia bill. Noth-
ing whatsoever is preventing this
House from taking up those bills and
sending them to the other body except
the internal war which is going on in
the majority party caucus which has
created a situation in which the gen-
tleman from Florida is not being al-
lowed to bring these other bills to the
floor.

So I would suggest, folks, nobody is
going to be impressed by blaming
somebody else for your own inaction.
Once you have passed those bills, then
you will have a right to squawk at the
Senate. Until then, who are you kid-
ding? You are just passing the buck,
and you know it as well as I do.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG), chairman of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise to support, obviously, the con-
tinuing resolution, and I want to com-
mend Chairman YOUNG for all the hard
work that he has put into this year’s
appropriations process. I think he has
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one of the most difficult jobs of any-
body here in the House, but he con-
tinues to do an outstanding job. I sa-
lute him.

This continuing resolution is an es-
sential bill, and I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support it. The appropria-
tions process is not an easy one. I do
not think it ever has been. All we can
do is take the situation we have and do
the best we can. The Committee on Ap-
propriations has produced a series of
excellent bills that are ready for the
floor and that we will bring to the floor
when the leadership of this House de-
termines that it is time. We have done
our job and they are doing theirs.

I, myself, chair the Subcommittee on
the District of Columbia, and we had a
bill pass committee this last week.
Working closely with the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH), I be-
lieve we have produced a bill that is bi-
partisan and one that this House can
support. I know it will move through
the legislative process in due course.

I am not going to engage in any
blame game today, and I do not think
it benefits anybody in this House for
any of us to do so. We all want to pass
the appropriations bills. But even if
this House had passed all 13 bills, we
would still be here to pass a CR, since
many of the bills would undoubtedly
still be in conference. That is a fact. It
is hard to gain consensus within this
House and Congress. We have not
stopped trying. We will finish our
work; but in the meantime, we will
pass this CR to ensure that no Federal
program will go without any funding
and that no Federal agency will shut
down.

I urge all my colleagues to support
the continuing resolution.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, first of all I
want to congratulate the chairman for
all the good work and his patience in
dealing with a very, very difficult
issue. I just heard the gentleman from
Michigan say about blaming. I really
think it is inappropriate to kind of
start blaming people, and I think it is
important that we work together. The
good news is we will resolve the issue.
I think what is complicating this mat-
ter is that we are coming close to an
election time and generally that some-
times creates problems here in this
body which is in essence a political
body. The chairman has been working
very hard. All the subcommittees have
been working hard. I think the leader-
ship on both sides will come together
after we finish the election in Novem-
ber, and I think we will leave here
doing the people’s business. I am opti-
mistic with regard to that.

This resolution is important because,
in our area, we are going to be funding
embassy security which everyone
wants to do and do well so we do not
have another Tanzania or another
bombing in Kenya or Karachi, which
we had. We also are funding the FBI.
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The FBI obviously is a fundamental
backbone of the homeland security
issue. Within that we have language
training. We have the technology for
Trilogy so the FBI can share the data,
the information. We are also funding
the INS. Who would not want to do
that particularly at this very, very dif-
ficult time? Also, this money will be
very helpful in these days of hearing
about Enron and WorldCom, the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission is
funded through this. This is a good
thing to do. It ought not be controver-
sial. This is not new. No one should as-
sume that this is the first time that
this has ever happened, that the Con-
gress has passed continuing resolu-
tions. My sense is that we may actu-
ally pass fewer continuing resolutions
this year than has been done in the
past.

Let us do this. Let us find a day that
we can recess, come back and finish the
people’s business before the end of the
year so the government can work well.
I think we will do that. I again thank
the chairman for his patience in a very,
very difficult job and all the Members
that are working together, knowing
that we will resolve this and do the
people’s business.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 32 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I think the last speaker
has just revealed what the problem is
in this place. We are being told that we
will eventually get together after the
election and get these problems solved.
The fact is that when we come back
after the election, we will have a huge
Iraq war supplemental facing us, we
will have the need to pass next year’s
appropriation bills, and we will never
get to these unless we do our work
now.

The second point I would make is
that much has been made of the fact
that the other body has not passed a
budget resolution. In fact, in fiscal
year 1999, this Congress never agreed to
a budget resolution. Despite that fact,
by October 1, the House had passed 12
of its 13 appropriation bills. So that
demonstrates to me that if there is a
will to address issues rather than avoid
them, that you can get things done. It
happened in 1999.

The only reason we are wrapped
around the axle now is because the
hard right of the majority Republican
caucus does not want to pass any edu-
cation bill except the President’s budg-
et-level bill, and a lot of other Mem-
bers in the Republican Party recognize
that that would be politically disas-
trous to them because the public does
not want to bring to a screeching halt
the 5-year progress we have made in ex-
panding education resources all around
the country. They do not want to put a
freeze on per-pupil education spending
after 5 years of strengthening spending
for education.

And so we get all these red herrings.
People say, ‘‘Oh, we have not passed a
budget resolution,” or ‘“The Senate has
not acted.” The fact is we are here
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stuck for only one reason, because the
majority party leadership has lost con-
trol of its own caucus, they do not
know what to do, and as a consequence
they are punting. That may not hurt in
a football game, but it eventually will
hurt every single school district that
needs to know how to plan, it is going
to hurt students who need to know
what they are going to get on Pell
grants, and in addition to that it is
going to hurt the country if we do not
move on to do our other jobs, such as
expanding unemployment insurance,
doing something to help small business
with the cost of their health care
plans. I cannot walk into a small busi-
ness in my district where someone does
not say to me, “My God, I don’t know
how we can afford to keep our health
insurance for our employees because of
the cost.”

This place has been in a shutdown
since Labor Day. We all came back
here with the expectation we would be
dealing with appropriation bills. The
gentleman from Florida has been
blocked from doing his job, and I have
been blocked from doing my job be-
cause of an internal war in the major-
ity party caucus. It would be good for
the country if that war would end.
Now. Not after the election. The public
has a right to know where we stand on
education, where we stand on the envi-
ronment, where we stand on housing
before the election, not after the elec-
tion. We are hell-bent to have a vote on
Iraq 2 or 3 months before anybody
thinks that we are going to war; but,
no, we cannot have a vote on the budg-
ets that are already expired for the
year so we can deal with our own prob-
lems here at home.

I have one message to the majority
party leadership in this House: Shape
up. Do your job. Meet your responsibil-
ities instead of running away from
them and trying to hide until after the
election. You must think you have a
pretty lousy case if you are hiding it
until after the election.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues on the other side would lead
us to believe that Republicans are
mean, that they do not care about edu-
cation, that they do not care about a
prescription bill, that they do not care
about health care. They say, Oh, well,
it’s your leadership. You are okay.
Like our leadership does not care about
those issues. Our leadership and our
Republican Members have children and
families just like you do. We have
grandparents and we have our mothers
and our fathers to take a look at. I re-
sent the implications of my colleagues
on the other side.

It is an election year. We are weeks
away from an election. We watch every
speaker on that side of the aisle come
up with partisan attacks, either about
education or health care or prescrip-
tion drugs, tax breaks for the rich,
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which is a socialist mantra that they
have taken on. We did put Social Secu-
rity in a trust fund. For 40 years they
used every dime out of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. But we are in a war-
time, ladies and gentlemen. We are
spending a lot of money. Alan Green-
span and the economists said that the
tax relief that Republicans put through
actually accounts for 1.5 percent of the
3 percent growth that we are having in
our economy. Interest rates are low.
Inflation is low. The one area that is
lacking is the stock market. The Sen-
ate has not passed the security act that
will protect those people, and they
have not passed that bill. The House
has. As for a patients’ bill of rights, we
passed prescription drugs. The other
body has not. At least if they pass it,
we could come to a conference on it. It
has not happened.

As for pension reform that was
badmouthed by the gentleman from
Maryland, 118 Democrats voted for it
along with Republicans on pension re-
form. The other body has not acted
upon that bill. T would tell my col-
leagues on the other side, your leader-
ship did not vote for pension reform.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER), the ranking member of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
I thank the gentleman from yielding
me this time.

It is most unfortunate, Mr. Speaker,
that we are here again today once
again extending the time limit on the
passage of the appropriations bills
under the guise of a CR. When we
passed No Child Left Behind, we told
the school districts of this Nation and
the States of this Nation that if they
would engage in the most dramatic re-
forms of this program in 30 years, that
we would adequately fund those re-
forms in terms of professionalization of
teachers, teacher recruitment, on di-
recting more money to poor children
and schools that do not have adequate
resources to provide a first-class edu-
cation.

Last year’s funding level does not do
the trick. School districts have already
started this school year that carry
them through our fiscal year. School
districts in March will have to make
determinations, certainly in Cali-
fornia, about laying teachers off. If we
have a CR that goes to March, if the
Federal money is not forthcoming,
then we start the process once again of
starting and stopping reforms.

We have laid out a 12-year timetable
to have all of our children proficient.
We have laid out a timetable for
schools to make adequate yearly
progress in improving the test scores
and proficiency of each and every stu-
dent in the schools. That is the com-
mitment we make; those are the re-
forms we imposed. But the other part
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was accountability. It was about
schools being held accountable, about
teachers being held accountable, about
students being held accountable. But
where is the accountability when the
Congress cannot pass the Health and
Human Services appropriation which
includes the Department of Education?
Where is the accountability when we
do not have the fund for the next fiscal
year in place so the schools can count
on that and make the changes that are
going to be required?

These reforms are very expensive. We
believe they are worth it. We believe on
a bipartisan basis they are worth it. We
believe as a Congress with the Presi-
dent of the United States that they are
worth it.

But we have no education bill. We
simply do not have it. It is not a polit-
ical trick. We do not have the bill. It is
not here. It was promised to us, the
first bill up when we returned from the
August break. It is now October and no
bill. It is not that the Senate does not
have it; it is that we have not done it.

We have not done it because some on
the other side of the aisle are insisting
that we go to the President’s numbers,
which are not sufficient to allow us to
carry out not only the school reforms,
but many of the other educational
projects in this country. Those num-
bers are not sufficient. The President, I
am sure, sent those numbers up here
knowing that Congress would add to
them.

We think it is more important that
we add to them. We have bipartisan
agreement that they should be added
to, and part of the caucus on the Re-
publican side is arguing that they will
not vote for the bill because it does not
provide sufficient education funding.
Another part says it provides too
much. And for that reason we do not
have a bill today.

For that reason we are here with a
continuing resolution because, if I un-
derstand the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the rank-
ing member, the rest of the bills we are
fairly close on. But this is the logjam,
this is the log that is crossways in the
stream on the appropriations bill, be-
cause until this is resolved, no other
bills can be resolved.

So now we have a continuing resolu-
tion. What that does is it bites into the
planning, it bites into the reforms that
we have offered for the Nation’s
schools’ children, and we know as a Na-
tion these reforms are desperately
needed. These standards must be met if
America’s children are going to take
place in the American society of the fu-
ture, of America’s future economy. If
these children are going to participate
to their full potential, these reforms
are necessary, but they must be fund-
ed.

In fact, the easiest thing for a State
superintendent to do is say Congress
missed the deadlines on funding; I am
off the hook. We should not allow that
to happen. We have got to have an edu-
cation bill, and I would hope that this
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contest in the Republican caucus would
get resolved and we could get on with
the children’s business and the chil-
dren’s education in this Nation.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER),
who is chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and con-
gratulate both him and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for dealing
with what is a very difficult year. And
I think part of this debate is a bit dis-
jointed because we are looking at the
second half of the process, the appro-
priations process, when, in fact, we
know the first half of the process, the
budget process, has fallen apart.

The House did its job back in April,
passed our budget, made our decisions.
Our friends on the other side of the
aisle offered no alternative, and there
was no vote, but the House did, in fact,
pass a budget.

The Senate has yet to pass a budget.
There has been no agreement between
the two bodies on the numbers, and as
we know, the appropriations process
without a budget resolution, without
some agreement on the overall num-
bers, cannot go very far.

But I think it is important to remind
our colleagues that there was no budg-
et, and I am going to remind my col-
leagues once again what Dave Broder
said over the last several months when
he said, ‘“When the House was debating
its budget resolution, the Democrats
proposed no alternative of their own.”
“Rather than fake it, Democrats
punted.”

““The budget resolution,” he went on
to say, ‘“ ... is designed to be the
clearest statement of a party’s policy
priorities. As long as they are silent,
the Democrats cannot be part of seri-
ous political debate.”

The fact is we still have not seen a
budget from the other side of the aisle.
We still have no resolution on the
budget, and as we look toward the
issue of education, I was proud to work
with the gentleman from California
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER), who just spoke
before me, to produce the No Child Left
Behind Act. We have had a tremendous
increase in education funding over the
last 5 or 6 years, some 300 percent in-
crease in special education funding; 113
percent increase in funding for Title I,
the largest of the programs designed to
help poor schools and poor children to
get a better shot at a decent education.

And my colleagues do not have to
take my word for it. Let us take the
National Journal. The National Jour-
nal points out that over the next 5
years, if we look at the increases, edu-
cation is up 40 percent. The only two
programs that are higher over the next
5 years in the President’s budget are
Medicaid and Federal correctional ac-
tivities. And, it goes on, the 40 percent
increase over the next 5 years is more
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than what the President calls for for
increases in national defense at 27 per-
cent and increases in Federal law en-
forcement at 28.6 percent.

Obviously two of the highest prior-
ities that we have in the country today
are getting significant increases, and
yet education still comes in at a much
higher increase, and we have to remem-
ber this is on top of what this Congress
and this President have done over the
last 2 years to meet our commitments
to help poor kids.

Now, the gentleman from California
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER) knows, and I
think the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) knows, that we are going to
meet our commitments to ensure that
no child is left behind. We are going to
meet our commitments, and we are
going to make sure that this law works
so that every child in America, regard-
less of their race, regardless of their in-
come, and regardless of where they
live, get a decent education. We know
that all kids can learn. We have to en-
sure that all kids have an opportunity
to learn.

So I would urge my colleagues rather
than to throw partisan barbs here on
the House floor, why do you not bring
a budget, why do you not show us how
you are going to get there, why do you
not help us make the decisions that we
need to make in order move this along?

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOEHNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Just two points, Mr. Speaker. One is
members of the Democratic caucus did
offer a budget, or tried to offer a budg-
et, the Blue Dogs. The gentleman may
ask what is the gentleman from Cali-
fornia doing making the case for the
Blue Dogs’ budget? I voted for it, I
think, the last several years.

And the other point is could the gen-
tleman enlighten us as to when you are
going to meet these education num-
bers? Has the gentleman been informed
when this is going to happen?

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman
knows there has been no agreement be-
tween the two bodies on an overall
spending number, and until there is,
how do we move this process along?

I have great regard for the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) in
the difficult task they have trying to
move these pieces without some over-
all agreement on a number. One cannot
run a household this way; we certainly
cannot run a Congress this way.

And I think the gentleman knows
full well that there is going to be an
agreement. I would rather have the
agreement today, but when are my
friends across the aisle going to put a
number on the table and say, let us
begin the negotiations? As Dave Broder
said in his column, as long as the
Democrats are silent, they cannot be
part of a serious political debate.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).
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Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I would just say to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and the chairman of my committee we
have not been silent. We offered a
budget alternative. We were not al-
lowed to put that budget alternative in
place, and the fact of the matter is you
can keep saying that the budget is
keeping you from doing your work, but
you have already reached agreement on
the military construction bill in de-
fense appropriations. We are right
there. That is done. Both Houses are
working on it. So that was not an im-
pediment there.

Let us get on with the other national
priority that the gentleman in the well
just spoke about, and that is edu-
cation. Let us do that. You were able
to do tax cuts without a budget. You
were able to get rid of all the money.
You were able to take care of the
wealthiest people in the country with-
out a budget. But now you need a budg-
et to take care of the poorest children
in the country. I mean, you are start-
ing to act like Enron executives. You
are going to take care of us first, and
then if there is anything left over, we
will take care of the shareholders and
employees, or if there is nothing left
over, we will going bankrupt.

That is kind of where we are. We
have this huge debt. We have not taken
care of the poor children in the coun-
try. We have taken care of the richest
people, and we cannot get a time cer-
tain as to when we will get on with the
rest of the business of this country.
And you say it is because you do not
have a budget, but without a budget
you gave away taxes. Without a budget
you arrived at defense numbers, you
arrived at military construction num-
bers, but you cannot arrive at edu-
cation numbers. The argument just
does not hold. It just does not hold.
And we ought to reject this CR, and
you ought to go back to work over the
weekend and get your work done.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio is suggesting that somehow be-
cause the budget resolution has not
been agreed to by both parties, that we
cannot proceed on appropriation bills. I
would ask him when was the budget
resolution approved in fiscal 1999?

I guess the gentleman has left the
floor. But the answer is it was never
approved, and despite that fact, this
House completed action on 12 of its 13
appropriation bills.

The gentleman is desperately looking
for a way to blame anybody except our-
selves for the fact that this House is
not doing its business. We do not need
to have a budget resolution passed for
the House to pass its appropriation
bills. We passed a number of appropria-
tion bills already without an agree-
ment between the Senate and the
House on a budget resolution. Why can-
not we also pass the Labor-H bill? It is
because the majority party leadership
does not know which way to turn, and
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s0 they are spinning in circles instead.
That is the problem.

Secondly, I would point out that the
gentleman is talking about what is
being promised in the future by the Re-
publican budget. Let me point out I am
more interested in what is being deliv-
ered, and if we take a look at the Presi-
dent’s budget for Title I, the Presi-
dent’s budget falls $4 billion below the
promises in the bill that the gentleman
from Ohio brought to the floor. So for-
get the promises, baby. Where is the
delivery?

Then let us take special education,
both parties crying all over the floor
about the fact we do not provide
enough for special education. When we
look at the President’s budget, the
President’s budget for education falls
far below, at least half a billion dollars
below, where it would be if we were to
keep the increases for special edu-
cation that we have had the last 5
years. Then if we take a look at the
kids who are having trouble with
English and need to learn English,
what do you do there? You cut them 10
percent on a per-student basis under
the President’s budget.
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So do not give me this baloney about
what future authorization propositions
you are making. I am interested in
what you are delivering, and right now
you are delivering zip; you are deliv-
ering nothing.

The President is suggesting we have
a hard freeze on the education budget.
If you are comfortable with that, bring
it out. The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the distinguished whip, is
standing there grinning. He may think
it is funny that he does not have the
capacity to bring forth an education
budget; he may think it is funny that
people are losing their health insur-
ance and the President is cutting back
health programs by $1.4 billion, but we
do not think that is funny.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. AKIN).

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, in these days
of ongoing concern about corporate ac-
countability and the way that we han-
dle money and the way we describe
money, one would think that fiscal re-
sponsibility would be our general prac-
tice. The rhetoric has been particularly
shrill, T have noticed from the Demo-
crats, screaming about wanting fiscal
responsibility; and yet it does not seem
like we are consistent here somehow
today.

First of all, the fact is that Federal
law requires the Senate to pass a budg-
et resolution. The fact is that the Sen-
ate has not passed a resolution for the
first time in 20 years. The resolution
before us is consistent with fiscal re-
sponsibility. If we take a look at where
we are, every person in our country
owes $12,000. That is not good fiscal re-
sponsibility. The proposal before us is
going to cut that $12,000 down by 2; at
least it is going in the right direction.
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The Democrat plan from the Senate
side says $5,000 more we are going to
spend. That is not fiscal responsibility.

The simple facts are that we have a
very simple plan that is being proposed
by the Democrats: if you cannot afford
it, just charge it. It is simple, but it is
not fiscally responsible.

Mr. Speaker, we need to pass this CR
and move our country ahead.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1

thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, when the Committee on
Appropriations met to craft this pack-
age, it denied Amtrak’s request for $1.2
billion for the coming fiscal year. The
chief executive officer of Amtrak,
David Gunn, said they cannot operate a
national system of intercity passenger
trains for less than $1.2 billion; maybe
$1.1 billion, but certainly not much less
than that. The Inspector General of
DOT and other individual observers
have said, clearly, Amtrak needs that
$1.2 billion simply to continue existing
operations. More is needed to bring the
system up to a state of good repair; yet
the Committee on Appropriations ap-
proved $762 million, far short of what is
needed.

In addition, the committee included
language that limits the amount of
funding to operate a national network
of long-distance trains to $150 million.
Now, that is micromanaging Amtrak;
and that is less than half of what is
needed and what was available for fis-
cal year 2002, the just-concluded fiscal
year.

That means that a dozen long-dis-
tance trains are going to be shut down
in this coming fiscal year. Mr. Speaker,
13 of 18 long-distance trains will be
shut down in order to reduce the deficit
to $150 million. That means 2,300,000
passengers will lose service: the Sunset
Limited from Orlando to Los Angeles,
the California Zephyr from Chicago to
Oakland, the Southwest Chief from
Chicago to Los Angeles, the City of
New Orleans from Chicago to New Orle-
ans. In fact, nine of those 13 have serv-
ice running through Chicago, the
heartland of America’s rail sector, for
well over a century.

The only remaining long-distance
trains will be one operating on the
West Coast, the Empire Builder from
Seattle to Chicago, and the New York-
Florida service. We will no longer have
a national intercity passenger rail sys-
tem. If we simply remember and recall
back to September 11, when all air
service was shut down, the only way
people moved, apart from personal cars
and Greyhound and other intercity bus
service, the mass transit system was
our Amtrak system. And when these
trains are gone, they are gone forever.
The cost of bringing them back up will
be prohibitive. That is not what this
country needs, that is not what the
public wants, and we should not be a
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Third World Nation when it comes to
intercity passenger service. We ought
to be a first-rank Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the committee to
g0 back, do its serious business, restore
these funds. We have now a president of
Amtrak who really understands rail-
roading who, given the money, will do
the job right and put our system back
on its feet and make it operate appro-
priately.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 30 seconds simply to say
that based on OMB’s analysis of the
continuing resolution, Amtrak would
do very well on an annualized basis;
their share would be $1.1 billion, and I
tend to be one of those who support
Amtrak and believe that the Nation
has got to maintain the ability to
move goods and people by rail and by
highways, as well as by air. But OMB
believes that Amtrak does very well
under the amortized CR.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
very distinguished gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), the chairman of the

House Committee on the Budget,
which, in fact, did pass a budget this
year.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me this
time.

I rise reluctantly today in opposition
to this resolution and I would like to
explain why. I support Congress taking
the necessary legislative steps, since
Congress has not yet passed an appro-
priation bill for many of the sub-
committees of jurisdiction, so that we
can ensure the continuous operation of
the government; but I believe there is a
better way to accomplish this; and,
therefore, I cannot support this resolu-
tion. It is on one principled basis, and
that is that we need to control spend-
ing.

The resolution provides a funding
formula that I believe is flawed. The
formula assumes that all one-time
emergency spending passed by the Con-
gress in response to the events of Sep-
tember 11 continues permanently.
There is probably no better example of
the problem and an illustration of this
problem than the Pentagon. Under this
flawed formula, funding for rebuilding
the Pentagon would continue every
year in perpetuity, even though the
Pentagon has been rebuilt.

Last week, when the House consid-
ered its first continuing resolution, I
raised this very issue in a colloquy
with the very distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations. I
was given some assurances by the
chairman that this issue could and
would be addressed in future con-
tinuing resolutions; and unfortunately,
this issue has not been addressed in the
resolution before the House today.

It is only fair to point out that there
appears to be great consensus in the
Congress and in the administration
that the true one-time expenses for the
responses to September 11 should be
just that: one-time expenses. In fact,
the Office of Management and Budget
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has identified $16 billion of these one-
time expenses. While it is said that $16
billion in one-time expenditures will
not be funded again through adminis-
trative action, Congress also needs to
act. It is our responsibility under the
Constitution.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, there is a
better way. I hope that in future bills
that they can recognize this better
way, and I reluctantly oppose this con-
tinuing resolution.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 4 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am amazed by what I
have just heard from the gentleman
from Iowa. Apparently, the gentleman
is only now beginning to face what a
miserable mess is often created when
we have to run the government under
continuing resolutions. I would simply
say that there are a lot of things in the
continuing resolution that the gen-
tleman from Florida and I do not like;
but the fact is, when we are prevented
from doing our work in passing the reg-
ular appropriation bills, then, in the
end, we are stuck with only one alter-
native, and that alternative is to sim-
ply run the government by formula
until people come to their senses. So
that is what this continuing resolution
has to do.

Apparently, the gentleman from Iowa
is only now beginning to understand
what a mighty mess he and his col-
leagues have created. Now, he was
talking about one-time spending, as
though that is a clearly defined item,
and he uses as his example the Pen-
tagon. Well, I would point out that the
Pentagon was repaired as a result of
the hit that we took on September 11,
but the Pentagon reconstruction
project was going on before that time
as well. We were upgrading safety at
the Pentagon; and without those up-
grades, a lot more people could have
died in the hit on September 11.

So we have now one section of the
Pentagon that is reconstructed with a
lot more safety measures included in
the rest of the building, but there are
still four wings left to go. Now, I do not
know how the gentleman from Iowa
feels; but as far as I am concerned, we
need to continue that reconstruction
work at the Pentagon so that we can
make all of the wings of the Pentagon
as safe as the new wing has been made
with its construction program. And I
make no apology for the fact that that
program will continue under the con-
tinuing resolution. It should and it
must if we are concerned about the
safety of people who work at the Pen-
tagon.

Beyond that, I would note that an-
other example used by OMB of one-
time spending is the national pharma-
ceutical stockpile. Well, that is true.
We spent a lot of extra money last year
on that program, but now we are also
being asked by the President to pur-
chase anthrax vaccines for everybody. I
assume the gentleman would like to
see that continue, even though that
would be defined as a continuation of a



October 3, 2002

so-called 1-year expenditure. Again, I
make no apology for the fact that the
continuing resolution will allow that
to continue.

So I think before the gentleman
takes an oversimplified look at what
constitutes 1-year spending, he ought
to ask whether or not that spending is
justifiably continued, because we have
higher priorities such as keeping all of
the people at the Pentagon more safe
and seeing to it that this country has
an adequate pharmaceutical stockpile.

I would also note the gentleman is
going to be asked to provide several
billion dollars in directed scoring for
the defense budget. I believe the gen-
tleman provided that last year; and yet
he did not want to do the same thing
for highway spending. If that is the
case, that is the gentleman’s preroga-
tive, but it means that the bill that
contains an important bridge in his
district is not going to be able to go
forward on this House floor. So when
we look at the details, I think we will
find reasons why some of this funding
continues, even though if we take a
look at a brief staff memo on it, one
might conclude that it is all not worth
it. I think some of it is, and I think I
have just cited several cases that are.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the majority whip; but before
he begins, I would like to notify the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) will be the last speaker, and
then I will reserve and have a closing
statement.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, 1 appre-
ciate the chairman yielding me this
time.

I have been down in my office watch-
ing this debate on television, and I find
it very interesting. A lot of the debate
is over process. Some are saying, we
passed a budget, the Senate did not
pass a budget; back and forth, talking
about process, bringing bills to the
floor, not bringing bills to the floor,
and I decided to come up to the floor to
try to put it all into perspective.

The point is that, yes, in process, I
congratulate the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. He has done
an incredible job in trying to hold
down spending and bring a little fiscal
responsibility to this process.
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The President of the United States
said when he first took office that we
needed to get our fiscal house in order,
that we needed to restrain spending, we
needed to be fiscally responsible. We
wanted to keep the balanced budget
that we had. We wanted to continue to
pay down the debt. That is what this
Republican House has been doing for
the last 8 years.

I have heard people on the floor say
it was the Clinton administration that
brought about the balanced budget and
the surpluses that we were enjoying
and using to pay down the public debt
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on our children. I see history a little
bit differently. In 1993, when Bill Clin-
ton became President, we found defi-
cits to the tune of $250-, $300 billion
every year, year in and year out.

The two budgets that the Democrat
House at that time, in 1993 and 1994,
passed had deficits of $250 billion, $300
billion, as far as the eye could see.
They never intended to balance the
budget. There was no initiation by the
President of the United States or this
Democrat House, Democrat-controlled
House, they never offered a budget that
would get us to balance. In fact, they
raised taxes as they increased spend-
ing, and the deficits continued.

When the Republicans took over in
1995, they laughed at our Contract with
America, but part of that contract was
to balance the budget. They said that
we could never do it. I remember the
Washington pundits all saying that
there was no way we could balance the
budget under the present conditions,
but we started doing things differently.

In fact, I remember the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 that the President
vetoed, fought over, shut down the gov-
ernment. We fought like cats and dogs
out here. They never voted for it. The
other side of the aisle never voted for
it; yet, we finally got it into law. That
was the beginning of fiscal responsi-
bility initiated by this Republican
House, pushed by this Republican
House, and fought for by this Repub-
lican House, which was a great signal
to the economy, by the way. That
along with the growth in the economy
is what created the balanced budget
that we were enjoying. We did it in the
face of opposition like I have never
seen before; yet, after it was done, even
this morning, they took credit for it.

Now, the problem, as we have seen
over the last year, as the President has
rightly pointed out, is that we were at-
tacked. We are at war. We have secu-
rity issues that have driven up spend-
ing. The economy is slowing, so the
revenues are slower than mnormal.
There are other issues.

There are other issues that have
caused this problem, but instead of
them talking about how do we get back
to balance, what this argument has
been going on, as I watched it all this
morning and this afternoon, is they
want to spend more. The reason they
vote against the bills for the last 8
years, the appropriation bills, is be-
cause it is not enough spending for
them. What we are trying to do here
during this whole process is to bring
some fiscal responsibility to what this
government does.

They vote against bills that do not
have enough spending, and they keep
voting. They want to bring bills out
here so they can continue to spend
more. Their interest is to spend more;
our interest is to bring fiscal responsi-
bility to government and, most impor-
tantly, protect the taxpayers’ money.
That is what this argument is all
about.

The President of the United States
said, send me a bill anywhere over my
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budget numbers, and I will veto it. Do
Members know what: The Republicans
in the House partner with the Presi-
dent and we say the same thing, so we
are not going to send him a bill to veto
that is overspending. We are bringing
fiscal responsibility to this floor. They
want to tax and spend; we are trying to
do the right thing. I think the Amer-
ican people appreciate it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, it is
amazing how we can rewrite history on
the floor of the House, On the economy
and the actions of this body that took
place from 1990 until this year. Let me
quickly review.

The 1990 budget took Democratic
support along with Republican support
in a bipartisan way that laid the foun-
dation on the budget rules and the
economy that ultimately balanced the
budget in 1993. The budget in 1993, not
a single Republican voted for the 1993
budget, which put the walls up on the
economy that we enjoy today.

In 1997, it took Democrats to work
with some Republicans to pass the 1997
budget that has gotten a lot of credit,
much of which was not due, but it at
least was part of the process. Every
time we have made decisions that
move the country forward, we have
done it in a bipartisan way.

I, again, have no quarrel with the ap-
propriators, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Chairman YOUNG), or the manner
in which the chairmen and the ranking
members are proceeding forward. My
quarrel is with the economic game plan
that has gotten us to the point that we
have borrowed now $440 billion, $440
billion during the last year.

The majority whip just stood up here
and defended the economic game plan
that he is proud of, that he is respon-
sible for, for making certain that this
Congress does not do anything other
than what he wants to do, and he re-
fuses to take the credit for that which
he has wrought.

What is interesting today is we look
at corporate America and the unfunded
liabilities of pension plans all over the
country which corporate America is
having to come up with the money to
fund, but yet we in this House refuse to
come up with the money to fund the
unfunded liabilities of the Social Secu-
rity system, the Medicare, the Med-
icaid, the veterans, all of this. We
refuse to because that was not in the
budget that everybody over here is so
proud of.

I wish Members would quit coming to
the floor and saying there was no
Democratic alternative, because they
know it is not true; there was a Demo-
cratic alternative. We offered it. We
lost. We lost. We did not have the
votes. When we do not have the votes,
we lose; but quit saying we had no al-
ternative. We did have an alternative,
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and if we followed it, we would not be
in quite as deep a hole as we are in
today.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, the previous Republican
speaker is the majority party whip. It
is his job to line up votes to pass every
bill that the Republican leadership
brings to the floor.

The reason we are seeing no appro-
priation bills come to the floor is be-
cause he cannot find the votes in his
own caucus for the President’s edu-
cation budget, so his answer to every-
thing is, delay and delay and delay.

What I would suggest to the gen-
tleman, he is absolutely right: On this
side of the aisle, we do want to provide
more money for education than the
President; we do want to provide more
money for environmental protection;
and we do want to provide more money
for health care, because too many peo-
ple are losing health coverage, and we
need to do something about it.

Now, I would say to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), he gives great
speeches about how the Democratic po-
sition in wanting to do those three
things 1is irresponsible. If Members
think it is, put it to the test: Bring the
bill out. It is their bill, they are in the
majority, and they ought to have the
votes to pass their bill. If they do not,
it is because people in their own caucus
are telling them it is cockamamie.

If Members want to see movement in
this House, bring the bills out, and
they should take their chances. If they
have the best arguments, they will
whip us. But just because they think
we in the minority are wrong is no ex-
cuse for their doing nothing at all.

Right now that is what the majority
party whip is leading his caucus to do:
no action on education; no action on
health care; no action on housing; no
action on environmental cleanup; no
action on agriculture; nothing but
delay, delay, delay, and duck. What
leadership. It is dazzling in its irre-
sponsibility.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to explain to
the Members why my friend and col-
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), is in such a good mood
today: Today is his birthday; and he is
not getting much older, but he is get-
ting a little older.

I remember one night we kept him
here late on an appropriations bill, and
it was his wedding anniversary. We all
had to call and apologize to his wife.
But anyway, I say to the gentleman
from Wisconsin, happy birthday.

Mr. Speaker, what we are dealing
with today is not a tax bill, it is not a
budget resolution, and unfortunately,
it is not even an appropriations bill,
one of the 13 regular bills; it is a con-
tinuing resolution that just continues
the same CR that we passed last week.
It merely extends the date, it does not
change anything else.
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Some things have been raised here
today that have to do with the Com-
mittee on the Budget. I thought I
might want to respond to that. For ex-
ample, it was suggested by a member of
the Committee on the Budget that we
were going to rebuild the Pentagon
twice. That is not true. We are not
going to do that.

First of all, the money to rebuild the
Pentagon was in the initial $40 billion
emergency supplemental that we
passed in a bipartisan way with the
help of the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) to fight back against ter-
rorism, to recover in New York, and to
rebuild the Pentagon, so that was in
that bill. It is not an issue.

We do work with OMB as we deal
with the numbers on appropriations
bills, and the letter here from Mr. Dan-
iels talking about the CR, the language
of the CR, and Mitch Daniels is the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget. He said, ‘‘Consistent with past
practice, we will reduce one-time non-
recurring costs. Example: We will not
rebuild the city of New York twice, we
will not rebuild the Pentagon twice.”

So based on the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget’s preliminary spend-
ing on this resolution, spending on an
annual basis would be below the 2003
budget that was submitted by the
President and below the House-passed
budget resolution. So I do not know
where the excitement comes from from
members of the Committee on the
Budget.

Now, another issue was raised, and I
am glad my friend, the gentleman from
Texas, is still on the floor. He did talk
about pay-go. Pay-go has to do with
mandatory spending. Pay-go is a re-
quirement in mandatory spending that
the salaries would have to be increased
based on the law, but that that cost
would have to be offset. But that is not
in this bill, because this is not a budget
resolution.

If the Committee on the Budget is
concerned about pay-go, they ought to
put a resolution on the floor and deal
with pay-go. Those rules, they did ex-
pire on October 1.

I brought up the issue of pay-go not
so much to talk about that, but to talk
about mandatory spending. For those
who are concerned about what we are
doing or not doing on appropriations
bills, and for those who are concerned
about the fact that the government
spends too much money, let me suggest
that discretionary spending, the appro-
priations that I deal with as chairman,
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) deals with as the ranking
member, we deal with one-third of the
overall budget. Two-thirds, two-thirds
of the government spending is manda-
tory, over which we as appropriators
have no involvement whatever, except
our vote on the floor. If we are serious

about containing and constraining
spending, we had better deal with
mandatories.

One of the big issues that Members
have heard me talk about on the floor
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before was the agriculture bill that
went $100 billion over the baseline, and
some of the very people concerned
about the levels of spending on the dis-
cretionary accounts voted for that bill.

Now, if Members are going to be con-
cerned about too much spending, pay
attention to the mandatories, the
back-door spending. Pay attention
there as much as they do to the discre-
tionary spending. Then we will have a
fair and equal, balanced debate. But
until we pay attention to mandatory
spending, there is not a whole lot of
room to talk on discretionary spend-
ing.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday
of this week, the 2003 fiscal year began and
Congress has not yet completed a single ap-
propriations bill. The Republican party’s split
among its conservative members continues to
stall the appropriations process. This failure to
complete our budget and funding responsibil-
ities leads to more strain on our fragile econ-
omy. | again support this short-term resolution
to keep agencies operating, but | urge leader-
ship to move the appropriations process along
so we can find the education programs we
promised in the No Child Left Behind Act; so
we can find the technology and new-hires
needed for seaport and airport security; and,
so we can find the many other priorities and
commitments that the American people expect
of us.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The joint resolution is con-
sidered as having been read for amend-
ment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 568,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 404, nays 7,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 439]

Evi-

YEAS—404
Abercrombie Ballenger Berry
Ackerman Barcia Biggert
Aderholt Barr Bilirakis
Akin Barrett Bishop
Allen Bartlett Blagojevich
Andrews Barton Blumenauer
Armey Bass Blunt
Baca Becerra Boehner
Bachus Bentsen Bonilla
Baird Bereuter Bono
Baldacci Berkley Boozman
Baldwin Berman Borski
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Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon

Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
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McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays

Sherman Sweeney Walsh
Sherwood Tancredo Wamp
Shimkus Tauscher Waters
Shows Tauzin Watkins (OK)
Shuster Taylor (MS) Watson (CA)
S}mmons Taylor (NC) Watt (NC)
S e, Wesoo
Skelton Thompson (CA) ga?(man

einer
Slaughter Thompson (MS)
Smith (MI) Thornberry Weldon (FL)
Smith (NJ) Thune Weldon (PA)
Smith (TX) Thurman Weller
Smith (WA) Tiahrt Wexler
Snyder Tiberi Whitfield
Solis Toomey Wicker
Souder Towns Wilson (NM)
Spratt Turner Wilson (SC)
Stark Udall (CO) Wolf
Stearns Udall (NM) Woolsey
Stenholm Upton Wu
Strickland Velazquez Wynn
Stupak Visclosky Young (AK)
Sullivan Vitter Young (FL)
Sununu Walden

NAYS—T7
DeFazio Nussle Paul
McDermott Oberstar
Miller, George Owens
NOT VOTING—20
Baker Fattah Mascara
Boehlert Green (TX) Roukema
Bonior Hastings (FL) Schrock
Callahan Hilleary Stump
Clement Lampson Tanner
Cooksey Lar;en (WA) Tierney
Deal Lewis (CA)
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So the joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—
SENSE OF HOUSE THAT CON-
GRESS SHOULD COMPLETE AC-
TION ON H.R. 854 OR OTHER PRO-
VIDER REIMBURSEMENT LEGIS-
LATION

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to a question of the privileges of
the House and offer a privileged resolu-
tion that I noticed pursuant to rule IX
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Clerk will report the
resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Whereas President George W. Bush has
urged Congress to put Medicare on a ‘‘sus-
tainable financial footing’’ in order to assure
Americans of affordable and accessible
health care.

Whereas the Administration has failed to
take action to protect Medicare and Med-
icaid programs from severe cuts that threat-
en basic services to persons in need of health
care.

Whereas the Medicaid program is facing
significant cuts through reductions in the
disproportionate share hospital program,
threatening the very financial viability of
the nation’s public hospitals.

Whereas the cuts made in order by the Bal-
anced Budget Act were postponed until 2003
by the Benefits Improvement and Protection
Act but without further congressional action
cuts will be reimposed and have the poten-
tial to seriously cripple safety-net public
health services in states across the nation.

Whereas, in addition to slashing payments
to hospitals the Administration has also
eliminated the UPL payments for hospitals,
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further weakening their ability to provide
health care to the indigent and uninsured.

Whereas federal payments to states for
this program have been reduced by approxi-
mately $700 million in FY 2002 and will be re-
duced further by about $900 million in FY
2003, thus severely restricting public hos-
pitals’ ability to serve persons in need of
health care.

Whereas the number of uninsured persons
without access to health care has risen in
the last year to 41.2 million.

Whereas by failing to act Congress imposes
on the states and localities an undue burden
to carry health care costs as well as abro-
gates its responsibility to maintain the gen-
eral welfare of the country, bringing dis-
credit to this Body and threatening the very
well-being of the populace.

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved that it is
the sense of the House of Representatives
that the Congress should complete action on
H.R. 854 or other provider reimbursement
legislation before recessing and should in-
sure that Medicare and Medicaid providers
have appropriate funds to carry out their
health care mandates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will hear briefly from the pro-
ponent of the resolution as to whether
the resolution constitutes a question of
privileges of the House under rule IX.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
rule IX of the House Rules Manual
states that questions of privilege are
“those affecting the rights, reputation,
and conduct of, Members, Delegates, or
the Resident Commissioner, individ-
ually, in their representative capacity
only.”

The rights, reputation and conduct of
this Member are negatively affected
when the House cannot move legisla-
tion that the American people over-
whelmingly support. That is true when
it comes to full funding for education,
for prescription drug, HMO reform and
economic recovery.

I, like others, represent 700,000 peo-
ple. My rights and those of my con-
stituents are being denied when urgent
legislation that has majority support is
blocked from consideration simply be-
cause the Republican leadership will
not schedule the bill.

As a result, I believe this resolution
meets the test of privilege.

While the health care safety net is
under particular strain, general health
care providers, hospitals, doctors and
home health care agencies are facing
disastrous financial circumstances.

The Disproportionate Share Hos-
pitals, also known as DSH hospitals,
cuts first enacted in the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 were initially post-
poned, but now are scheduled to go
back into force, creating a health care
havoc for hospitals across this Nation.
In California alone, the DSH cuts total
$184 million and will grow exponen-
tially if we do not act to correct this
situation. The hospital system in Cali-
fornia, nor in any other State, can ab-
sorb this level of funding reduction. We
have to act now.

Other provider reimbursement pro-
grams are facing similar financial ca-
tastrophe. Physician reimbursements
were reduced by 5.4 percent in January
of this year and are scheduled to de-
cline by another 17 percent by the year
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2005. Just 2 days ago, a 10 percent re-
duction in nursing reimbursements to
nursing homes and skilled nursing
home facilities was implemented. How
are these critical facilities supposed to
cope? How will their patients fare un-
less Congress addresses a reasonable
level of care?

States and localities that operate
hospitals and health clinics to treat
the indigent and low-income popu-
lations rely on Medicaid revenues to
help cover their costs. Low provider
rates compound the effects of other
losses that these facilities will be expe-
riencing this year, including the dra-
matic drop in Federal revenues from
the DSH cliff and reductions in State
support, and reductions in the State
support because of the implications at
the State level.

I urge this body not to recess unless
we can correct the problem and make
sure that basic health care providers,
our public hospitals and doctor net-
works, have the funds they need to give
care when and where it is needed. It is
our duty as the legislative branch of
government not to abandon these re-
sponsibilities. We must do this, and we
have to do it now.

I ask for support of my resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is prepared to rule on whether
the resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from California constitutes a
question of the privileges of the House
under rule IX.

The resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from California expresses the
sense of the House that the Congress
should complete action on a legislative
measure. Specifically, the resolution
calls upon the Congress to complete ac-
tion on a specific health care bill or
other similar legislation and to ensure
that health care providers are ade-
quately funded.

As the Chair ruled yesterday, a reso-
lution expressing the sentiment that
Congress should act on a specified
measure does not constitute a question
of privileges of the House under rule
IX.

The Chair would further add that the
Chair understands the gentleman from
California purported to invoke a ques-
tion of the privileges of the House rath-
er than a question of personal privi-
lege.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from California does
not constitute a question of the privi-
leges of the House under rule IX and
may not be considered at this time.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I appeal the ruling of the Chair, and I
ask to be heard on the appeal.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The question is, Shall
the decision of the Chair stand as the
judgment of the House?

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. HULSHOF

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I move
to lay the appeal on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by

the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF) to lay on the table the appeal
of the ruling of the Chair.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 206, nays
192, not voting 34, as follows:

[Roll No. 440]

Evi-
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Becerra Hinojosa Obey
Bentsen Hoeffel Olver
Berkley Holden Ortiz
Berman Holt Owens
Berry Honda Pallone
Bishop Hooley Pascrell
Blagojevich Hoyer Pastor
Blumenauer Inslee Payne
Bonior Israel Pelosi
Borski Jackson (IL) Peterson (MN)
Boswell Jackson-Lee Phelps
Boucher (TX) Pomeroy
Boyd Jefferson Price (NC)
Brady (PA) John Rahall
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Brown (OH) Jones (OH) Reyes
Capps Kanjorski Rivers
Capuano Kaptur s
Cardin Kennedy (RI) gggﬁigez
Carson (IN) Kildee Ross
Carson (OK) Kilpatrick Rothman
Clay Kind (WI) Roybal-Allard
Clayton Kucinich Rush
Clyburn Langevin S

R abo
Condit Lantos Sanchez
Conyers Larsen (WA) Sanders
Costello Larson (CT) Sandlin
Coyne Lee Schakowsky
Cramer Levin .
Crowley Lewis (GA) Schiff
Cummings Lipinski Scott
Davis (CA) Lofgren Serrano
Davis (FL) Lowey Sherman
Davis (IL) Lucas (KY) Shows
DeFazio Luther Ske_lton
Delahunt Lynch Smith (WA)
DeLauro Maloney (NY) Snyder
Deutsch Markey Solis
Dicks Matheson Spratt
Dingell Matsui Stark
Doggett McCarthy (MO) Stepholm
Dooley McCarthy (NY) Strickland
Doyle McCollum Tauscher
Edwards McDermott Taylor (MS)
Engel McGovern Thompson (CA)
Eshoo Meclntyre Thompson (MS)
Etheridge McNulty Thurman
Evans Meehan Tierney
Farr Meek (FL) Turner
Filner Meeks (NY) Udall (CO)
Ford Menendez Udall (NM)
Frank Millender- Velazquez
Frost McDonald Visclosky
Gephardt Miller, George Waters
Gonzalez Mollohan Watson (CA)
Gordon Moore Watt (NC)
Gutierrez Moran (VA) Waxman
Hall (TX) Murtha Weiner
Harman Nadler Wexler
Hill Napolitano Woolsey
Hilliard Neal Wu
Hinchey Oberstar Wynn

NOT VOTING—34
Baker Hastings (FL) McInnis
Barcia Hefley McKinney
Callahan Hilleary Roukema,
Clement Hoekstra Sawyer
Cooksey Keller Schrock
Cox Kleczka Slaughter
gg?}lette Ezga)}scc?n Stump
Fattah Lewis (CA) impak
N anner
Ganske Linder Towns
Green (TX) Maloney (CT)
Gutknecht Mascara
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Ms. SOLIS and Mr. RAHALL changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“nay.”

YEAS—206
Aderholt Goss Pitts
Akin Graham Platts
Armey Granger Pombo
Bachus Graves Portman
Ballenger Green (WI) Pryce (OH)
Barr Greenwood Putnam
Bartlett Grucci Quinn
Barton Hansen Radanovich
Bass Hart Ramstad
Bereuter Hastert Regula
Biggert Hastings (WA) Rehberg
Bilirakis Hayes Reynolds
Blunt Hayworth Riley
Boehlert Herger Rogers (KY)
Boe}}ner Hobson Rogers (MI)
Bonilla Horn Rohrabacher
Bono Hostettler Ros-Lehtinen
Boozman Houghton Royce
Brady (TX) Hulshof Ryan (WD)
Brown (SC) Hunter Ryun (KS)
Bryant Hyde Saxton
Burr Isakson Schaffer
Burton Issa Sensenbrenner
Buyer Istoo}i Sessions
Calvert Jenkins Shadegg
Camp Johnson (CT) Shaw
Cannon Johnson (IL) Shays
Cantor Johnson, Sam Sherwood
Capito Jones (NC) Shimkus
Castle Kelly Shuster
Chabot Kennedy (MN) Si

. immons

Chambliss Kerns Simpson
Coble King (NY)
Collins Kingston Ske.en

5 Smith (MI)
Combest Kirk X
Crane Knollenberg Sm}th NT)
Crenshaw Kolbe Smith (TX)
Cubin LaHood Souder
Culberson Latham Stea_rns
Cunningham LaTourette Sullivan
Davis, Jo Ann Leach Sununu
Davis, Tom Lewis (KY) Sweeney
DeLay LoBiondo Tan({redo
DeMint Lucas (OK) Tauzin
Diaz-Balart Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Doolittle McCrery Terry
Dreier McHugh Thomas
Duncan McKeon Thornberry
Dunn Mica Thune
Ehlers Miller, Dan Tiahrt
Ehrlich Miller, Gary Tiberi
Emerson Miller, Jeff Toomey
English Moran (KS) Upton
Everett Morella Vitter
Ferguson Myrick Walden
Flake Nethercutt Walsh
Fletcher Ney Wamp
Foley Northup Watkins (OK)
Forbes Norwood Watts (OK)
Fossella Nussle Weldon (FL)
Frelinghuysen Osborne Weldon (PA)
Gallegly Ose Weller
Gekas Otter Whitfield
Gibbons Oxley Wicker
Gilchrest Paul Wilson (NM)
Gillmor Pence Wilson (SC)
Gilman Peterson (PA) Wolf
Goode Petri Young (AK)
Goodlatte Pickering Young (FL)

NAYS—192
Abercrombie Andrews Baldacci
Ackerman Baca Baldwin
Allen Baird Barrett

Mr. SMITH of Michigan changed his
vote from ‘‘nay”’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 448
Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

have my name removed as a cosponsor
of H.R. 448.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from OKkla-
homa?

There was no objection.

———

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—IN-
TEGRITY OF PROCEEDINGS AS
PRESCRIBED BY THE CONSTITU-
TION

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to a question of the privileges
of the House, and offer a privileged res-
olution that I noticed yesterday pursu-
ant to rule IX, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Whereas under Article I, Section IX, of the
Constitution states no money shall be drawn
from the Treasury, but in Consequence of
Appropriations made by law.

Whereas it is the fiscal duty of the Con-
gress to appropriate annually the funds need-
ed to support the execution of the programs
and operations of the Federal Government.

Whereas to date the House has only consid-
ered five Appropriations bills.

Whereas President George W. Bush has ig-
nored the requests of Amtrak for an Appro-
priation of $1.2 billion, and has instead pro-
posed only $521 million in funding.

Whereas the House Appropriations Com-
mittee gutted funding for Amtrak with every
Republican member of the Committee voting
to cut funding, despite the dire impact this
will have on their own districts.

Whereas instead of strong support and con-
sistent growth in support for the nation’s
passenger rail system the President’s FY
2003 Budget seeks to strangle Amtrak so that
the Administration can begin to implement
plans to privatize the system.

Whereas Amtrak provided a critical trans-
portation need in the months after the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11th, and has
seen consistent growth in ridership despite
continued levels of inadequate funding.

Whereas Amtrak serves more than 500 sta-
tions in 46 states and employs over 24,000
people, and Amtrak passengers on Northeast
corridor trains would fill 250 planes daily or
over 91,000 flights each year.

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the Congress should
complete action on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2003
Transportation Appropriations, with an allo-
cation of $1.2 billion for Amtrak.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The Chair will hear
briefly from the gentlewoman from In-
diana as to whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privileges of the
House under rule IX.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, article 1, section 9, of the Constitu-
tion states that no money shall be
drawn from the Treasury but in con-
sequence of appropriations made by
law. It is the fiscal duty of the Con-
gress to appropriate the money nec-
essary to provide the funds needed to
support the execution of programs and
operations of the Federal Government.
To date, only five of the 13 appropria-
tions measures have been considered.
Mr. Speaker, this inaction has ham-
pered this body’s constitutional duty
and called into question its integrity.

The
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The failure of this unrealistic budget
resolution is especially true in respect
to the fiscal year 2003 transportation
appropriations bill in its funding for
Amtrak. This inaction has hampered
this body’s constitutional duty. After
the events of September 11, our Na-
tion’s air transportation system
ground to a halt. After the Federal
Aviation Administration grounded all
flights following the terrorist attacks,
travelers turned to Amtrak. Whether
people had to travel for business, to
help with rescue efforts or just to get
home, Amtrak kept Americans moving
during a time of national emergency.
Amtrak ridership and revenues sky-
rocketed, led by the Northeast Cor-
ridor, which had a 13.5 percent revenue
growth and a 4.6 percent ridership
growth in 2001. For the system as a
whole, revenue rose 8.2 percent and rid-
ership 4.3 percent. The situation not
only proved that Amtrak works but
that passenger rail is a critical part of
our transportation infrastructure.

Despite this, Mr. Speaker, we con-
tinue to drastically underfund Amtrak,
jeopardizing not only the safety and se-
curity of this country but the jobs and
the livelihoods of tens of thousands of
Americans. We have been told that if
Amtrak receives the full $1.2 billion
that both it and the Department of
Transportation has recommended it re-
ceive, they will be able to begin to re-
vitalize their operations, they will be
able to revitalize and build upon the
successes they have seen in the North-
east Corridor, they will be able to revi-
talize and build on rail service to areas
of the country currently underserved
by rail and, Mr. Speaker, they will be
able to revitalize operations at their
Beech Grove maintenance facility,
which is in my district. They will be
able to rehire the 228 employees who
were furloughed back in February and
rejuvenate a facility that has served
this country since 1905. Workers at the
plant right now are working 7 days a
week to keep the facility running.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair requests the gentlewoman con-
fine her remarks to the issue of wheth-
er the resolution constitutes a question
of privileges of the House.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, my question of privilege regards the
integrity of our proceedings as a House
as prescribed by the Constitution. The
United States Constitution conveys
upon this body the power to originate
appropriation measures. It is not only
our responsibility but our duty and ob-
ligation to restate this message in this
legislation about the importance of
Amtrak.

I believe that we have probably not
been in accordance with our constitu-
tional responsibilities concerning ap-
propriations and would argue that
their continued inaction on such ur-
gent priorities, as full funding of Am-
trak, meets the test for privileged reso-
lutions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is prepared to rule on the ques-
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tion of whether the resolution offered
by the gentlewoman from Indiana con-
stitutes a question of privileges of the
House under rule IX.

The resolution offered by the gentle-
woman from Indiana expresses the
sense of the House that the Congress
should complete action on a legislative
measure. Specifically, the resolution
calls upon the Congress to complete ac-
tion on a general appropriation bill
with regard to prescribed funding for
Amtrak.

As the Chair ruled yesterday and ear-
lier today, a resolution expressing the
sentiment that Congress should act on
a specified measure does not constitute
a question of the privileges of the
House under rule IX.

The mere invocation of the general
legislative power of the purse provided
in the Constitution coupled with a fis-
cal policy end does not meet the re-
quirements of rule IX and is really a
matter properly initiated through in-
troduction in the hopper under clause 7
of rule XTII.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentlewoman from Indiana does
not constitute a question of the privi-
leges of the House under rule IX and
may not be considered at this time.

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I appeal the ruling of the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I move to lay the appeal on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to table of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. ROGERS).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 203, noes 192,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 441]

AYES—203
Aderholt Buyer Diaz-Balart
Akin Calvert Doolittle
Armey Camp Dreier
Bachus Cannon Duncan
Ballenger Cantor Dunn
Barr Capito Ehlers
Bartlett Castle Ehrlich
Barton Chabot Emerson
Bass Chambliss English
Bereuter Coble Everett
Biggert Collins Ferguson
Bilirakis Combest Flake
Blunt Cox Fletcher
Boehlert Crane Foley
Bonilla Crenshaw Forbes
Bono Cubin Fossella
Boozman Culberson Frelinghuysen
Brady (TX) Cunningham Gallegly
Brown (SC) Davis, Jo Ann Gekas
Bryant Davis, Tom Gibbons
Burr DeLay Gilchrest
Burton DeMint Gillmor
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Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hansen

Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson

Issa

Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns

King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Dayvis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley

Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne

Ose

Otter

Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schaffer

NOES—192

Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
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Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez

Roemer Shows Udall (CO)
Ross Skelton Udall (NM)
Rothman Smith (WA) Velazquez
Roybal-Allard Snyder Visclosky
Rush Solis Waters
Sabo Spratt Watson (CA)
Sanchez Stenholm Watt (NC)
Sande}*s Strickland Waxman
Sandlin Tauscher Weiner
Schakowsky Taylor (MS) Wexler
Schiff Thompson (CA)
Scott Thompson (MS) Woolsey
Serrano Tierney Wu
Sherman Turner Wynn
NOT VOTING—36
Baker Hastings (FL) Reynolds
Barcia Hilleary Roukema
Boehner Jenkins Sawyer
Callahan Keller Schrock
Clement Lampson Slaughter
Cooksey Lewis (CA) Stark
Deal Linder Stump
DeGette Maloney (CT) Stupak
Fattah Mascara Tanner
Ganske McInnis Thurman
Granger McKinney Towns
Green (TX) Oxley Whitfield
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Mr. HALL of Texas and Mr. WYNN
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker,
| was detained on Thursday, October 3, 2002,
and missed rollcall votes Nos. 440 and 441.
Had | been present, | would have voted “no”
on rollcall No. 440 and “no” on rollcall No.
441.

| request that my statement appear in the
RECORD at the appropriate place.

———

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4628, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2003

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 4628) to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 2003
for intelligence and intelligence-re-
lated activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Florida?
The Chair hears none and, without ob-
jection, appoints the following con-
ferees:

From the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, for consider-
ation of the House bill and the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. GosS, BE-
REUTER, CASTLE, BOEHLERT, GIBBONS,
LAHOOD, CUNNINGHAM, HOEKSTRA, BURR
of North Carolina, CHAMBLISS, EVER-
ETT, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. BIsSHOP, Ms. HAR-
MAN, and Messrs. CONDIT, ROEMER,
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HASTINGS of Florida, REYES, BOSWELL,
PETERSON of Minnesota, and CRAMER.

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of defense tac-
tical intelligence and related activi-
ties: Messrs. STUMP, HUNTER, and SKEL-
TON.

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I may not
have heard properly, but that list did
not exactly conform to the list I sub-
mitted, and I want to make sure we re-
move any doubt.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk properly read the list which was
submitted by the Speaker. The Chair
will take the gentleman’s comments
under advisement and make further ad-
justments in the future as needed.

———

PERMISSION TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT, MONDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2002
TO FILE CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 4628, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2003

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the managers may
have until midnight on Monday, Octo-
ber 7, 2002, to file the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 4628) to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2003 for in-
telligence and intelligence-related ac-
tivities of the United States Govern-
ment, the Community Management Ac-
count, and the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability Sys-
tem, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

—————

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) for the purpose of inquiring
about the schedule for next week.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentlewoman’s indulgence,
and I appreciate her yielding on the
schedule.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce the House has completed its
legislative business for the week. No
votes are expected in the House tomor-
row in order to allow Members to at-
tend the funeral service for the Honor-
able Patsy Mink, our former colleague
from the State of Hawaii.

The House will meet for legislative
business on Monday, October 7, at 9:30
a.m. for morning hour and 11 a.m. for
legislative business. The majority lead-
er will schedule a number of measures
under suspension of the rules, a list of
which will be distributed to the Mem-
bers’ offices tomorrow. Recorded votes
on Monday will be postponed until 6:30
p.m.
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For Tuesday and the balance of the
week, the majority leader has sched-
uled the following measures for consid-
eration in the House: first, H.J. Res.
114, providing authorization for the use
of military force against Iraq; second, a
continuing resolution; and, third, H.R.
2037, the Protection of Lawful Com-
merce in Arms Act. Additionally, I am
advised that conference reports may be
brought up at any time during the
week.

I thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing.
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for
that information. I thank and hope he
will convey the gratitude of the Mem-
bers of the House who wish to attend
the funeral of our dear friend and col-
league, Congresswoman Patsy Mink, in
Hawaii. I thank the Speaker and our
distinguished minority leader for ac-
commodating the request and making
that possible.

I had some questions about the
schedule. On the question of the Iraq
debate, issues of war and peace are the
most important decisions we make. In
1991, every Member was given the op-
portunity to speak for 5 minutes. What
is the thinking of about how much de-
bate we will have on this important
resolution?

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman yielding, and I thank her for
her inquiry. As the gentlewoman
knows, we are working closely with the
minority leader both on substance and
process. The Committee on Inter-
national Relations is currently mark-
ing up the resolution. It is my under-
standing that the majority leader and
the Speaker and the minority leader
would intend to have ample time for a
full and fair debate on that critical
issue, as the gentlewoman says, of war
and peace. But I know that there has
been no decision made yet on time, nor
has the Committee on Rules met to
consider the rule.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. Is the gentleman pre-
pared to inform wus whether alter-
natives will be allowed to the Presi-
dent’s proposal?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentlewoman will continue to yield,
again, no decision has been made. We
do not yet have the resolution out of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions. It is my understanding that by 5
p.m. tomorrow Members are asked to
submit possible amendments or sub-
stitutes to the Committee on Rules;
and again, we then would be in a posi-
tion to know better what the possi-
bility is of the substitute or amend-
ments. But we have nothing to an-
nounce definitively at this point.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, does the
gentleman have any knowledge of the
plans for next Friday? Will the House
be in session?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, again,
if the gentlewoman will yield, there is
no decision yet made as to whether we
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will be in session on Friday. I think
from talking to the majority leader
that it really depends on conference re-
ports. We have the possibility of a con-
ference report, for instance, on energy;
and I know the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) is here, and there is
the possibility of conference reports on
DOD and military construction appro-
priations, and other conference reports,
including election reform, that may be
before the House.

So Members should be advised that it
is possible that we would be in next
Friday considering conference reports.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for that information.

What is the gentleman’s latest pre-
diction from the leadership on his side
on when the House will adjourn before
the election, and do you believe we will
return for a lame duck session?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, again, 1
have nothing to announce definitively.
I wish for my own personal purposes
that I did, as I am sure all Members are
eager to know that. But it will depend
obviously on the work we can get done
here in the next week and, more impor-
tantly, in the Senate. There are a num-
ber of matters that the House would
like to take up. The Speaker has made
it clear, for instance, that we should
complete work on the homeland secu-
rity bill that would provide for the new
creation of the Department of Home-
land Security, but that bill is currently
in the Senate. So I suppose the answer
would be nothing definitive at this
point, but we are waiting to hear from
the Senate.
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Ms. PELOSI. On a final note, I would
say, Mr. Speaker, that we have eight
appropriations bills still to consider,
including the very important one deal-
ing with education, our number one na-
tional priority; also, the appropriation
bills that deal with veterans, medical
care, transportation, and agriculture.

In addition, this House urgently
needs to address our worsening econ-
omy. One and one-half million workers
have exhausted unemployment bene-
fits, jobless claims are the highest
since May, pension plans are eroding
on a daily basis, and health care is not
being addressed. We need to bring these
substantive issues to the floor. We
must not leave for this election with-
out addressing these urgent needs.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN)
this question.

I note that another continuing reso-
lution is being scheduled, sort of like
Groundhog Day. We just finished one
today. The purpose of continuing reso-
lutions is to give us time to do our
other business.

Given that fact, can the gentleman
tell me, are there any plans for the ma-
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jority to bring the agriculture appro-
priations bill before us any time soon?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentlewoman will continue to yield, I
know of no plans to bring the agri-
culture appropriations bill to the floor.

As the gentleman knows better than
I, the committee is working not only
on that appropriation bill, but others.
We still find ourselves with an inter-
esting situation, with the Senate not
having passed a budget and not having
some of the fiscal discipline and pa-
rameters we need to move forward.

But we have no information on the
agriculture appropriations bill at this
point.

Mr. OBEY. If the gentlewoman will
yield further, with all due respect, Mr.
Speaker, nothing is required of the
Senate for us to do our work.

I assume that there are no plans to
bring the District of Columbia appro-
priations bill out; the labor, health,
education bill out; the foreign oper-
ations bill out, which has some crucial
funding for Afghanistan and other
areas; the transportation and the en-
ergy and water bills.

So am I to conclude, therefore, that
despite the fact that we are passing a
continuing resolution, we are not going
to use that time to do any of our other
regular appropriations work?

Mr. PORTMAN. If the gentlewoman
will continue to yield, just again to
make the point that we do have a busy
week next week, and with the possi-
bility of the Department of Defense ap-
propriations bill and the military con-
struction appropriations bills out of
conference coming before the House,
but that is the schedule for the week as
we know it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, let me
indicate that I am reaching the point
where I am becoming highly reluctant
to support any other continuing resolu-
tions of a week or longer in nature be-
cause they do not seem to be affording
us or they do not seem to be providing
any pressure for us to pass our regular
appropriation bills.

I think it is probably about time that
we start thinking about having 1-day
continuing resolutions in order to put
maximum pressure on this House to
perform. I thank the gentlewoman for
her time.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for his valuable contribution, and I
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) for the information on the
schedule.

Mr. Speaker, I think that every day
that goes by, this body appears to be
more irrelevant to the concerns of the
American people. The jobless rate is in-
creasing, employment insurance is ex-
hausted, we have not funded the edu-
cation bill, and there are so many
issues that we must deal with that are
immediate concerns to the lives of
America’s working families.

This House has to provide leadership
and stop making up excuses for not
doing the people’s business.
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REMOVAL OF MEMBER AS CON-

FEREE ON H.R. 4628, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). Without objection, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) is
removed as a conferee on H.R. 4628,
since he is no longer a member of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will notify the Senate of the
change in conferee.

—————

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
OCTOBER 7, 2002

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9:30 a.m. on Monday next for
morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

———
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

—————

APPOINTMENT OF THE HON. MAC
THORNBERRY TO ACT AS SPEAK-
ER PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS THROUGH TUESDAY,
OCTOBER 8, 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

THE SPEAKER’S ROOMS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 3, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MAC
THORNBERRY to act as Speaker pro tempore
to sign enrolled bills and joint resolutions
through October 8, 2002.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the appointment is ap-
proved.

There was no objection.

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
ATTEND FUNERAL OF THE LATE
HONORABLE PATSY T. MINK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 566, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the committee to attend the funeral
of the late Patsy T. Mink:
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Mr.
Mr.

ABERCROMBIE of Hawaii;
GEPHARDT of Missouri;

Ms. PELOSI of California;

Mr. OBEY of Wisconsin;

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California;

Mr. SENSENBRENNER of Wisconsin;

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA of American
Samoa;

Ms. DELAURO of Connecticut;

Ms. WATERS of California;

Mrs. CLAYTON of North Carolina;

Ms. EsHOO of California;

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas;

Mr. MicA of Florida;

Mr. ScoTT of Virginia;

Mr. UNDERWOOD of Guam;

Ms. WOOLSEY of California;

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas;

Ms. LOFGREN of California;

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD of Cali-
fornia;

Ms. LEE of California;

Mr. KIND of Wisconsin;

Mr. WU of Oregon; and

Ms. WATSON of California.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 1-minutes at this
time.

TRIBUTE TO NANCEE ANN
BLOCKINGER, CHIEF OF STAFF
TO HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, ON
HER RETIREMENT

(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I stand
today to proudly pay tribute to my
Chief of Staff, Nancee Ann Blockinger.
Nancee has stood with me for my en-
tire career in the United States Con-
gress. For 22 years she has served me,
the people of Utah, and the people of
this country with unsurpassed dedica-
tion.

Her hard work and loyalty has earned
her the reputation among staff and
Members as a consummate profes-
sional. I have never had to worry about
how my office was being run or our
compliance with House rules. I knew
Nancee was on top of it. Her intel-
ligence, hard work, and caring attitude
has made a difference in more ways
than I could ever imagine.

My staff and I extend our sincere
gratitude and appreciation to Nancee,
and recognize all that she has unself-
ishly given of herself over the past 22
years. Her career on Capitol Hill has
indeed touched many lives, and her
service will be remembered with fond-
ness.

I am honored to pay tribute to
Nancee today in front of this distin-
guished body of Congress. She is my
Chief of Staff, my friend, and I wish her
only the very best in her retirement.

October 3, 2002

RECOGNIZING GARDEN GROVE
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR
BEING CHOSEN AS FINALIST FOR
BROAD FOUNDATION AWARD

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Garden Grove
Unified School District, which I am
proud to represent, for being selected
as one of the five finalists nationwide
for the Eli Broad Foundation Award.

As a finalist, Garden Grove Unified
was recognized as one of the top five
urban school districts in the Nation,
and for that it receives $125,000 in stu-
dent scholarships.

There are nearly 50,000 students in
schools in the very diverse Garden
Grove Unified School District. They
come speaking more than 60 languages,
and come from many different cul-
tures.

The finalists were chosen for their
work in improving overall student
achievement and for narrowing
achievement gaps, in particular for
high-risk students. This prize recog-
nizes the hard work of the teachers and
the support staff of the Unified School
District, and I applaud the district’s ef-
forts to overcome language and eco-
nomic barriers to give our students a
high-quality education.

——
COMMENDING MONTGOMERY
COUNTY FIRST RESPONDERS,
POLICE, AND RESCUE PER-
SONNEL, AND MONTGOMERY

COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN
THEIR RESPONSE TO SHOOTINGS

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, our
thoughts, our hearts, and our prayers
go out to the victims and the families
of those five people who were sense-
lessly gunned down last night and
today in Montgomery County, Mary-
land.

The tales of these tragic shootings
are still emerging. At this point, we do
not know who has perpetuated these
crimes, and we do not know the twisted
motivation. What we do know is that
this senseless violence has touched all
segments of our community: women
and men, African Americans, white,
Hispanic, the old, the young.

I recognize this is a very difficult,
scary time for our community, but I
want to commend our Montgomery
County first responders, our police, our
rescue personnel. They are doing a ter-
rific job under the most difficult, ex-
treme circumstances.

I want to acknowledge all of the
agencies involved in this preliminary
investigation, local, State, District of
Columbia, the FBI, the Secret Service.
Homeland Security contacted our
county also to offer their assistance.
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Indeed, I will work to engage and en-
sure that my local community receives
all of the Federal help that they may
need.

I also want to recognize the Mont-
gomery County Public Schools for
their prudent, responsible actions
today to keep our students safe and
sound. The best thing we can do now is
remain calm, but aware and vigilant,
and report any suspicious activities to
the police.

———

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HOLLY
JOHNSTON RICHARDSON

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of myself and the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
BROWN), I rise today to pay tribute to
one of South Carolina’s most dedicated
public servants, the late Holly John-
ston Richardson, who passed away this
week after a courageous battle with
breast cancer at the young age of 47.

Most people know Holly Richardson
as Senator STROM THURMOND’S con-
fidante, gatekeeper, and personal ad-
viser since 1979, but some may not
know she was also one of Senator
THURMOND’s closest friends.

Holly was a native of Summerville,
South Carolina, and was always loyally
at Senator THURMOND’s side. She com-
manded the most sincere respect from
South Carolinians and Washingtonians
because of her professionalism, her
character, and her devotion to duty.

All of South Carolina will miss Hol-
1ly’s Southern charm, her warmth, and
dedication to Senator THURMOND. We
extend our deepest sympathies to her
husband Phil, to her two children,
Anne and Emmet, and to her mother
and father, Joanne and Coy Johnston.
Her positive influence will continue
through the STROM THURMOND and
Holly Richardson Public Service Schol-
arship at her alma mater of Converse
College in Spartanburg, South Caro-
lina.

———
A WORD CALLED “IRONY”’

(Mr. REHBERG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I want
to talk today about a word called
“irony.” Webster’s dictionary says
irony is when there is an incongruity
between the actual and the expected
result of events.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, we have
a prime case of this in my State. The
people who have produced food for all
of us in this country for our whole
lives, farmers and ranchers, are now
having a hard time affording food
themselves. The very hard-working
people who made this country the
breadbasket of the world now cannot
afford bread themselves.
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That is a pretty good example of an
irony; is it not? It is also a good exam-
ple of a cruel irony.

Mr. Speaker, I implore the Members
of this House to finally hear our plea
for assistance for drought-stricken
farmers and ranchers, and quickly pass
an agriculture disaster assistance
package for crop years 2001 and 2002.

———————

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GEKAS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

J 1500
HONORING SEYMOUR GOLDWEBER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to honor one of Florida’s
outstanding agricultural heroes, Sey-
mour Goldweber.

Near Jersey City, Seymour was born
on July 24, 1918. As a young boy he
moved with his family to Miami where
he completed primary and secondary
school and became an Eagle Scout with
Miami’s oldest scout troop. He then
joined the United States Marine Corps
before the start of World War II.

Seymour served throughout the war
in the Pacific Theater where he fought
in many military campaigns, including
the Marines’ costly battle at Iwo Jima.
Following his military service to our
country, he returned to Miami-Dade
County where he obtained his Bachelor
of Science degree in botany at the Uni-
versity of Miami in 1950.

Seymour Goldweber began his profes-
sional career at the University of Mi-
ami’s Tropical Fruit Research Farm at
Richmond Field conducting horti-
culture research studies on tropical
fruit. His work brought these unknown
species from around the world into pro-
ductive specimens, worthy of national
and international marketing, including
guavas, mangos, and avocados that we
enjoy today.

Mr. Goldweber joined the University
of Florida-Miami-Dade County Cooper-
ative Extension Service as their fruit
crops agent in 1960 where he designed
their nationally and internationally
prominent extension programs.

In particular, his extension programs
for the development of tropical and
subtropical fruit has had an enormous
impact in establishing south Florida’s
tropical fruit industry for distribution
across the USA and for export around
the globe.

Seymour has shared his extensive
knowledge and expertise by training
numerous other extension office fac-
ulty and staff. He is a role model and
mentor of outstanding caliber and per-
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formance. He made the mold. Seymour
Goldweber is widely recognized by our
local and State agencies. He is the
choice to lecture to visiting professors,
tour with college students, host an
event, or guide a bus full of journalist
and legislative representatives through
America’s grocery, South Miami-Dade
County.

Seymour is the go-to guy for his vast
knowledge, his capabilities in research
and instruction, and his friendly style.
His voice is reassuring and recognized
across Miami and South Miami-Dade
County. You can see the stamp of Sey-
mour Goldweber’s experience and
loaned expertise with many organiza-
tions, including the American Society
for Horticultural Science, the Dade
County Farm Bureau, the Florida
State Horticultural Society, the Flor-
ida Avocado and Lime Administrative
Committees, the Mango Forum, and
the Dade County Youth Fair, Miami-
Dade County’s Fruit and Spice Park,
and the State of Florida’s Farmers
Market, and so many others.

Seymour is a founding member of the
AGRI-Council, the Rare Fruit Council
International, the Tropical Agriculture
Fiesta, and Fairchild Tropical Gardens.

He also serves on the South Dade
Soil and Water Conservation District
Board and the Dade County Public
School Citizen Advisory Committee for
AGRIbusiness and Natural Resources.

He is a member of the National Asso-
ciation of the Federal Retired Employ-
ees and a proud member of the Amer-
ican Legion.

Seymour Goldweber has been hon-
ored by the National Weather Service
for 24 years as the liaison to the agri-
cultural community. He also has an an-
nual scholarship in his name that is
presented by the AGRI Council to the
outstanding agricultural student of the
year.

He has received the Dedicated Serv-
ice in Agriculture award by the Horti-
cultural Society of Florida, the Distin-
guished Service in Agriculture award
by the Florida Mango Forum, and the
Outstanding Service Award by the
Dade County Youth Fair.

Seymour was named Man of the Year
by the Horticulture Studies Society of
Florida in 1980. He was honored to re-
ceive the Paul Harris Fellow by the Ro-
tary Club of Homestead for furthering
understanding of people of the world.

Mr. Goldweber is the sought-after
speaker for highly diverse audiences,
including farmers, master gardeners,
community and agri-business leaders,
school teachers, homeowners, youth
and 4-H programs, and local, State and
Federal Government representatives.

Many growers, local leaders, and or-
ganizations seek him out for his knowl-
edge and his repertoire on agricultural
issues and historical events.

Upon his retirement from the Cooper-
ative Extension Service in 1984, after 24
years of outstanding service, Seymour
was awarded the first Extension Agent
Emeritus Designation in the State of
Florida. Though he was officially, and
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is supposedly, retired, his service to
the community has continued to this
day.

Seymour Goldweber continues to
work for us, for the sheer love of agri-
culture, tropical fruits, and the grow-
ers who need and love him.

To our hero, Seymour Goldweber,

and his wonderful wife, Libby,
felicidades a los dos.
———

DO NOT POSITION USA AS A
COMMON ENEMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, coming
from a family of combat infantry men
and Marines, I must say that anytime
this Congress is asked to consider the
authorization for the use of force, it is
a request that we consider very seri-
ously. I might add that most of those
who are making this request from the
White House have never served in com-
bat themselves. Certainly the Sec-
retary of Defense has not. Certainly
the Communications Director of the
White House who made the flippant
statements this week that one silver
bullet is cheaper than going to war, in
referencing a possible assassination in
Iraq, is one of the most appalling com-
ments I have ever heard from a White
House official. If he had been in the
service of Franklin Roosevelt or Harry
Truman or John Kennedy, he would no
longer have a job.

The resolution this Congress will be
asked to consider next week is a work
in progress. Initially it started with in-
spections where we had the broad sup-
port of the international community.
And all we needed to do was expand
that a little bit and be rigorous, as we
have done before, working with our al-
lies around the world. But, no, the ante
was raised by the White House conven-
iently 4 weeks before an election now
and the objective is regime change.

The President has said it, it is not
disallowed in the resolution that is
brought up to us; and I want to speak
tonight a little bit about how the
United States, not just through this
resolution but through the rhetoric
that has been spewing out of Wash-
ington here across the Islamic and
Arab world, is going to increase ter-
rorism, is going to increase hatred to-
ward the United States of America.
When the President of the United
States uses terms like dead or alive, do
you think General Omar Bradley would
have ever said that? General Hugh
Shelton, would he have ever used those
terms so publicly?

When you have not been to war, you
are loose with your rhetoric.

Senator Warren Rudman, who helped
produce a report with Senator George
Mitchell about the rising threat of ter-
rorism around the world, sobered our
membership when he came up here a
few months ago and said though he had
traveled the world as a Senator, he did
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not realize until he got into the issue
of terrorism how much he found Amer-
ica hated around the world.

Tonight I want to place in the
RECORD a longer analysis of what is
really wrong with U.S. policy towards
that region of the world, but let us be
clear where the hatred comes from and
what spawns the terrorism.

First of all, we have the lack in the
Middle East and Central Asia of a real
resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. This has been with us in the
free world for over 50 years. We do not
have a peace process under way. Every
night we see in the newspapers or we
see on television more Kkilling of
Israelis by Palestinians or vice versa.

There was a great cartoon, a sad car-
toon, in one of the newspapers recently
showing Mr. Sharon and Mr. Arafat
holding hands and falling together
down a deep cavern and blaming one
another as they fell to their certain
deaths.

We as a world need to organize in
order to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict. Without it, terrorism will
continue not only in that region of the
world but will find its way creeping
into our homeland as we saw on 9-11.

The other major issue deals with U.S.
ties to the oil kingdoms in the Middle
East on which we have become even
more dependent than during the oil cri-
ses of the 1970s and the Persian Gulf
War in the early 1990s, and importantly
to the repressive regimes that our dol-
lars help support. There is a very rude
awakening in the Middle East and Cen-
tral Asia for a different way of life and
America is fast becoming the excuse
for the repression under which the ma-
jority of people live all in undemo-
cratic regimes.

So my first advice tonight is please,
Mr. President, do not position the
United States as the common enemy
that serves as a unifying force against
which all the disparate malcontents
and discontents of the Middle East and
Central Asia can unite. We saw a sign
of that in our homeland last year. But
not only our homeland, across the
world American embassies are being
built like bunkers. Our diplomats are
being killed more and more, every 10
years more of them are killed, whether
it is Africa, whether it is Malaysia,
whether it is the Middle East.

To achieve long-term stability, the
United States’ policy toward the Arab
and Islamic world must be shaped mul-
tilaterally and affirm our belief in
democratic principals. Unfortunately,
the Bush administration’s policies con-
tinue us down this dangerous path.

ALLIES WORKING TOWARD A SECURE FUTURE

To achieve long-term stability, U.S. policy
toward the Arab and Islamic world must be
shaped multilaterally and affirm our na-
tion’s belief in democratic principles. The
Bush Administration’s initiatives will lead
to neither. Indeed, it is positioning the U.S.
to be the common enemy in a volatile region
where terrorism grows with each passing
decade of war and remembrance.

Bush policies—such as threatening regime
change or the ‘‘one bullet policy” on Iraq—
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are destabilizing and pose a real threat to
U.S. long-term interests. These irresponsible
policies inject the U.S. into the festering an-
tipathy of disparate forces whose common
denominator is growing anti-Western senti-
ment.

Thus, a resolution that employs all diplo-
matic and economic means to draw broad
multilateral support to allow U.N. arms in-
spectors access to conduct robust investiga-
tions of Iraq’s suspected weapons sites is of
paramount importance. As a first step, Con-
gress should support the recently negotiated
international agreement allowing inspectors
to return to Iraq after four years. Especially
in this region of the world, former Senator
George Mitchell emphasizes the importance
of diplomacy in the Mitchell Report, ““What-
ever the source, violence will not solve the
problems of the region. It will only make
them worse. Death and destruction will not
bring peace, but will deepen the hatred and
harden the resolve on both sides. There is
only one way to peace, justice, and security
in the Middle East, and that is through nego-
tiation.”

FIRST STRIKE

Based on the lack of verifiable evidence
presented to Congress and the American peo-
ple, the President’s proposal to pre-
emptively, or unilaterally, strike against
Iraq is unacceptable. Due to the predictably
destabilizing effect on the region, the U.S.
should avoid a first strike. Dr. Mark
Juergensmeyer, Director of Global and Inter-
national Studies at U.C. Santa Barbara, ‘It
is essential that a multilateral force be de-
ployed if action is contemplated.”

If America goes to war, the cause must be
just and better justified.

TOWARD A CHANGED REGION

Powerful Islamic stirrings inside undemo-
cratic regimes in the Middle East and Cen-
tral Asia, including violent forces operating
outside nation-states (like Al Qaeda), create
conditions for emerging revolutions. In re-
sponding to these, the U.S. must act in a
manner that is true to our founding prin-
ciples as the world’s oldest democratic re-
public. We, too, have been a revolutionary
people aspiring to a better way of life.

We must not wed ourselves to monarchy,
dictatorship, or repression. As a superpower,
the U.S. must position itself for long-term,
relations with many emerging nations. The
U.S. should not become the inheritor of a
new world order in the Middle East and Cen-
tral Asia, nor an occupying force. Simply
put, U.S. dominance there is not unilaterally
sustainable.

GRAVE AND GATHERING VS. IMMINENT THREAT

Congress must ask: what is the “imminent
threat’ to the U.S. that justifies a war reso-
lution now? The President, in his remarks
before the U.N., stated, ‘“Iraq is a grave and
gathering danger.”” He did not say ‘‘an immi-
nent threat.”

What has Iraq done differently in the last
4 months than the prior year to warrant in-
vasion now? Yes, Iraq is a secular state that
seeks greater domination over the Arab
world. But intelligence briefings have indi-
cated that Iraq has fewer military capabili-
ties than it did 10 years ago. Secretary
Rumsfeld has stated that Iraq’s army is only
40% of what it was 10 years ago. The Central
Intelligence Agency and Defense Intelligence
Agency have verified that Iraq’s chemical
and nuclear capabilities are substantially
less than 10 years ago. However, in the area
of biologics, Iraq is likely ahead of where it
was 10 years ago.

The international community has the op-
portunity to use its united efforts to require
Iraq to abide by U.N. resolutions requiring
immediate access to verify Iraq’s commit-
ment to rid itself of weapons of mass de-
struction and long-range missiles.
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THERE IS A DISTINCTION BETWEEN AL QAEDA
AND IRAQ

Congress must ask the Bush Administra-
tion to distinguish between Al Qaeda and
Iraq. The carnage that took place on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, was committed by members
of the Al Qaeda terrorist network. Al
Qaeda’s primary objective is to rid the Mid-
dle East of all foreign influence and impose
strict Islamic religious rule based on its par-
ticular interpretation of the religion. Iraq,
rather, is a secular state headed by a mili-
tary dictator, Saddam Hussein, holding the
second largest oil reserves in the Middle
East. Saddam’s chief objective is to control
the entire region’s oil reserves and eventu-
ally gain greater power in the Arab world.

America’s war on terrorism began as a
clear campaign against Al Qaeda, not Iraq.
Neither Congress nor the American public
has been presented with any evidence of a
connection between Iraq and Al Qaeda.
Though some terrorists may be ‘‘present’’ es-
pecially in the northern zone of Iraq, which
Hussein does not control, there is no linkage
of evidence between them and the govern-
ment of Iraq. The President asserted in his
draft resolution that members of Al Qaeda
are ‘known to be in Iraq’ and that Iraq may
give weapons to terrorists. His statements
are filled with innuendoes, not facts. No in-
telligence information has been presented to
Congress to add certainty to the President’s
statements.

OIL IS THE PRIMARY UNDERPINNING OF U.S.
““VITAL’’ INTEREST

Congress must ask: For how long will
Americans be asked to die for ‘‘vital inter-
ests”’ centered in the oil kingdoms? The eco-
nomic underpinning of Iraq is oil—the second
largest reserves in the world. 95% of Iraq’s
economy is oil driven. Americans might ask
the question: ‘“Why has the U.S. become
bogged down in this region so many times in
modern history?”’ and ‘“Why have all of
America’s major recessions in the past 30
years been triggered by rising oil prices?’’ In
fact, rising oil prices triggered our current
recession, and prices are rising again.

During the 1970’s, two Arab oil embargoes
drove the U.S. economy into deep recession.
President Jimmy Carter tried to move Amer-
ica toward energy independence, calling the
challenge the ‘“‘moral equivalent of war.”
But as world oil prices dropped through
O.P.E.C. price manipulation, America lost
its edge on energy independence. Though
conservation and alternative energy develop-
ment progressed, their pace was not suffi-
cient to meet demand.

In the early 1990’s, America went to war
over Iraq’s invasion of neighboring Kuwait’s
oil fields and port access. In October 2000, the
USS Cole, a Navy destroyer protecting the
oil shipping lanes in the Persian Gulf, was
suicide bombed in Yemen’s harbor. Even
now, as the President contemplates invasion,
8% of America’s oil originates in Iraq.

0il is not worth one more American sol-
dier’s life, nor any more disruption to our
national economy. America needs a national
commitment to become energy independent
again in this decade, much like the space
program of the 1960s that led America into
the heavens. Ms. Robin Wright, Foreign Dip-
lomatic Correspondent for the Los Angeles
Times has stated, ‘“To build a more peaceful
world, the U.S. must deal with the oil issue.
It must also deal with the political destiny
of people in that part of the world who want
to have some say in their futures.”

NAKED AGGRESSION IN NOT THE AMERICAN WAY

Yes, Iraq is in gross violation of U.N. reso-
lutions calling for inspections, but America
should not pressure Iraq unilaterally, with-
out maintaining that same broad-based
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international support. It was proper for
President Bush to deliver an address at the
United Nations. Our nation has always
sought to be a constructive partner among
the community of nations. We need to main-
tain this policy of engagement with the na-
tions of the world.

Naked aggression by a superpower with no
evidence presented to its lawmakers is dis-
comforting to the American people and not
the way to forge alliances in a troubled part
of the world. America, surely, does not wish
to be perceived as the ‘‘bully on the block™
in the most oil rich region of the world
where not one democratic state exists.

A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE

As a first step, we should support Inter-
national Strategic Partnership to Eliminate
a Common Threat (INSPECT), an alternate
resolution encouraging the President to sup-
port the recently negotiated inspection plan
between the Iraqi Government and inter-
national representatives calling for a robust
team capable of ensuring that Iraq is no
longer in violation of international agree-
ments. The resolution rejects any unilateral
military action by the U.S. until Congress is
able to grant its approval. In addition, the
President must submit a report to Congress,
at least every 30 days, on matters relevant to
this resolution. According to David Albright,
President of the Institute for Science and
International Security. ‘‘Nuclear threat is
not imminent. Because the threat is not im-
minent, inspectors could be beneficial.”

————————

WITH REGARDS TO WAR: IS
CONGRESS RELEVANT?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the last time Con-
gress declared war was on December 11,
1941, against Germany in response to its for-
mal declaration of war against the United
States. This was accomplished with wording
that took less than one-third of a page, without
any nitpicking arguments over precise lan-
guage, yet it was a clear declaration of who
the enemy was and what had to be done. And
in 3Y2 years, this was accomplished. A similar
resolve came from the declaration of war
against Japan 3 days earlier. Likewise, a
clear-cut victory was achieved against Japan.

Many Americans have been forced into war
since that time on numerous occasions, with
no congressional declaration of war and with
essentially no victories. Today’s world political
condition is as chaotic as ever. We're still in
Korea and we're still fighting the Persian Gulf
war that started in 1990.

The process for our entering war the past
57 years and the inconclusive results of each
war since that time are obviously related to
Congress’ abdication of its responsibility re-
garding war, given to it by article | section 8
of the Constitution.

Congress has either ignored its responsi-
bility entirely over these years, or transferred
the war power to the executive branch by a
near majority vote of its Members, without
consideration of it by the States as an amend-
ment required by the Constitution.

Congress is about to circumvent the Con-
stitution and avoid the tough decision of
whether war should be declared by transfer-
ring this monumental decisionmaking power
regarding war to the President. Once again,
the process is being abused. Odds are, since
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a clear-cut decision and commitment by the
people through their Representatives are not
being made, the results will be as murky as
before. We will be required to follow the con-
fusing dictates of the U.N., since that is where
the ultimate authority to invade Iraq is coming
from—rather than from the American people
and the U.S. Constitution.

Controversial language is being highly de-
bated in an effort to satisfy political constitu-
encies and for Congress to avoid responsibility
of whether to go to war. So far the proposed
resolution never mentions war, only empow-
ering the President to use force at his will to
bring about peace. Rather strange language
indeed!

A declaration of war limits the presidential
powers, narrows the focus and implies a pre-
cise end point to the conflict. A declaration of
war makes Congress assume the responsibil-
ities directed by the Constitution for this very
important decision, rather than assume that if
the major decision is left to the President and
a poor results occurs, it will be his fault, not
that of Congress. Hiding behind the transfer of
the war power to the executive through the
War Powers Resolution of 1973 will hardly
suffice.

However, the modern way we go to war is
even more complex and deceptive. We must
also write language that satisfies the U.N. and
all our allies. Congress gladly transfers the
legislative prerogatives to declare war to the
President, and the legislative and the execu-
tive branch both acquiesce in transferring our
sovereign rights to the U.N., an unelected
international government. No wonder the lan-
guage of the resolution grows in length and in-
corporates justification for starting this war by
citing U.N. resolutions.

In order to get more of what we want from
the United Nations, we rejoined UNESCO,
which Ronald Reagan had bravely gotten us
out of, and promised millions of dollars of U.S.
taxpayer support to run this international agen-
cy started by Sir Julian Huxley. In addition, we
read of promises by our administration that
one we control Iragi oil, it will be available for
allies like France and Russia, who have been
reluctant to join our efforts.

What a difference from the days when a
declaration of war was clean and precise and
accomplished by a responsible Congress and
an informed people.

A great irony of all this is that the United
Nations Charter doesn’t permit declaring war,
especially against a nation that has been in a
state of peace for 12 years. The U.N. can only
declare peace. Remember, it wasn't a war in
Korea; it was only a police action to bring
about peace. But at least in Korea and Viet-
nam, there was fighting going on, so it was a
bit easier to stretch the language than it is
today regarding Irag. Since Iraq doesn’t even
have an Air Force or a Navy, is incapable of
waging a war, and remains defenseless
against the overwhelming powers of the
United States and the British, it's difficult to
claim that we’re going into Irag to restore
peace.

History will eventually show that if we
launch this attack—just as our sanctions al-
ready have—the real victims will be the inno-
cent Iraqi civilians who despise Saddam Hus-
sein and are terrified of the coming bombs
that will destroy their cities.

The greatest beneficiaries of the attack may
well be Osama bin Ladin and the al Qaeda.
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Some in the media have already suggested
that the al Qaeda may be encouraging the
whole event. Some unintended consequences
do occur, what will come from this attack is
still entirely unknown.

It's a well-known fact that the al Qaeda are
not allies of Saddam Hussein and despise the
secularization and partial westernization of
Iraqi culture. They would welcome the chaos
that's about to come. This will give them a
chance to influence post-Saddam-Hussein
Iraq. The attack, many believe, will confirm to
the Arab world that indeed the Christian West
has once again attacked the Muslim East, pro-
viding radical fundamentalists a tremendous
boost for recruitment.

An up or down vote on declaring war
against Iraq would not pass the Congress, and
the President has no intention of asking for it.
This is unfortunate, because if the process
were carried out in a constitutional fashion, the
American people and the U.S. Congress
would vote No on assuming responsibility for
this war.

Transferring authority to wage war, calling it
permission to use force to fight for peace in
order to satisfy the U.N. Charter, which re-
places article I, section 8 war power provision,
is about as close to 1984 “newspeak” that we
will ever get in the real world.

Not only is it sad that we have gone so far
astray from our Constitution, but it's also dan-
gerous for world peace and threatens our lib-
erties here at home.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

PUT AN END TO CORPORATE
ABUSE AND HELP EMPLOYEES
AND RETIREES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, we have
seen a bevy of cases in which corporate
executives plunder their own business,
work with insiders, and do dastardly
things in their business world. We have
seen them use every Kkind of device
known to mankind to avoid their re-
sponsibilities to their debtors, to their
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employees, to the retirees, to their fel-
low insiders even. And so we have done
great things in trying to curb that kind
of practice.

Yesterday, I introduced H.R. 5525,
which takes another step down the
road of protecting the employees and
the retirees of a given company that
might have corporate executives going
down the wrong paths. My bill would
simply state that if such a corporate
executive should go bankrupt or a busi-
ness like that go bankrupt, that retir-
ees under that corporate structure will
be protected with respect to their re-
tirement so that the bankruptcy would
not absolve the retirees benefits that
would accrue to them if the corpora-
tion kept alive.

And so protecting retirees is one of
the aspects of our bankruptcy reform
bill for corporate executives. The other
one would be to make sure that em-
ployees currently on the payroll are
not robbed of their potential pay
checks by a bankruptcy that absolves
or tries to absolve the corporate execu-
tives from meeting their salary and
wage obligations to the employees. We
allow the bankruptcy courts to take
that into consideration when such a
bankruptcy occurs so that the employ-
ees can be protected.

This is a national extension of the
work that we have been doing over 5
years now to reform the bankruptcy
laws of our country. Do you recognize
the fact that the current law which we
are trying to change and which we are
within a quarter of an inch of trying to
change that the current law under
bankruptcy allows one of these cor-
porate executives to take millions of
dollars, escape to a State that has a
homestead exemption and then pur-
chase a big mansion in one of these
places where the full value of that
mansion would not be subject to credi-
tors or to employees or anybody else?

We have changed that in our bank-
ruptcy reform bill. And so everyone
should recognize that one of the good
things that comes out of bankruptcy
reform is further safeguarding against
corrupt corporate executives and
streamlines a system that for so many
years really required streamlining.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SHOWS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. STRICKLAND addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FARR of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

CHANGE 1IN APPOINTMENT OF
CONFEREES ON H.R. 4, SECURING
AMERICA’S FUTURE ENERGY
ACT OF 2002

The SPEAKER (during the Special
Order of Mr. KUCINICH). Pursuant to
clause 11 of rule I, the Chair announces
that in the appointment of the man-
agers on the part of the House in the
conference on the bill H.R. 4, the gen-
tlewoman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN)
is appointed, in addition to the ap-
pointment from the Committee on Re-
sources, for consideration of the House
bill and the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of
the change in conferees.

————

VOTE “NO” ON IRAQ WAR
RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the Speaker and the leader-
ship for providing me with this oppor-
tunity.

Mr. Speaker, it was just a few mo-
ments ago that 25 Members of Con-
gress, in temperatures that outside
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were over 90 degrees, stood one after
another to announce their opposition
to the war resolution that has been
presented to this Congress.
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As the vote on whether or not this
Nation goes to war approaches in this
Chamber, a vote which most surely will
come within a few days, I think it is
important, Mr. Speaker, for us to be
able to make the case to the American
people as to why it is not appropriate
for this country to go to war and to en-
courage the American people to call
their Members to make sure that gov-
ernment of the people, by the people,
and for the people does prevail.

The Members who joined me today,
Members for whom I have the greatest
gratitude, include the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. BROWN), the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.

CAPUANO), the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON), the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-

YERS), the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS), the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO), the gentlewoman from
the Virgin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN),
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER), the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE),
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR), the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN), the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER), the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. RIVERS), the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS),
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SOLIS), the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES),
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS), the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATSON), and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

One after another they came before
the national press to make their case
as to why this Congress should vote
against any resolution which would put
us on a path towards war. And one
after another, in front of the National
Press Corps, they called out to the
American people to tell the American
people to make sure that they called
their Members of Congress; that if they
did not want war, these Members told
the National Press Corps, that if the
American people do not want war, to
call their Congressman.

So, Mr. Speaker, today, I intend to
do a number of things. I intend to
present to this Congress an analysis of
the joint resolution which was offered
to this Congress; and, after presenting
that analysis, I want to put in perspec-
tive where we are in this moment in
history.

The resolution which this Congress is
facing says: ‘“Whereas in 1990 in re-
sponse to Iraq’s war of aggression
against an illegal occupation of Ku-
wait, the United States forged a coali-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tion of nations to liberate Kuwait and
its people in order to defend the na-
tional security of the United States
and enforce United Nations Security
Council resolutions relating to Iraq.”

The American people need to know
that the key issue here is that in the
Persian Gulf War there was an inter-
national coalition. World support was
for protecting Kuwait. There is no
world support for invading Iraq.

The resolution goes on to say:
“Whereas after the liberation of Ku-
wait in 1991, Iraq entered into a United
Nations sponsored cease-fire agreement
pursuant to which Iraq unequivocally
agreed, among other things, to elimi-
nate its nuclear, biological, and chem-
ical weapons programs and the means
to deliver and develop them, and to end
its support for international terrorism;

“Whereas the efforts of international
weapons inspectors, United States in-
telligence agencies, and Iraqi defectors
led to the discovery that Iraq had large
stockpiles of chemical weapons and a
large scale biological weapons pro-
gram, and that Iraq had an advanced
nuclear weapons program that was
much closer to producing a nuclear
weapon than intelligence reporting had
previously indicated.”

But the key issue here that the
American people need to know is that
U.N. inspection teams identified and
destroyed nearly all such weapons. A
lead inspector, Scott Ritter, said that
he believes that nearly all other weap-
ons not found were destroyed in the
Gulf War. Furthermore, according to a
published report in The Washington
Post, the Central Intelligence Agency,
yves, the Central Intelligence Agency,
has no up-to-date accurate report on
Iraq’s capabilities of weapons of mass
destruction.

The resolution that is presented to
this Congress says: ‘“‘“Whereas Iraq, in
direct and flagrant violation of the
cease-fire, attempted to thwart the ef-
forts of weapons inspectors to identify
and destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction stockpiles and development
capabilities, which finally resulted in
the withdrawal of inspectors from Iraq
on October 31, 1998.”

What the American people need to
know, and the key issue here, is that
the Iraqi deceptions always failed. The
inspectors always figured out what
Iraq was doing. It was the United
States that withdrew from the inspec-
tions in 1998, and the United States
then launched a cruise missile attack
against Iraq 48 hours after the inspec-
tors left. And it is the United States, in
advance of a military strike, the U.S.
continues to thwart, and this is the ad-
ministration’s word, weapons inspec-
tions.

Now, this resolutions, and what I am
doing here obviously is stating the res-
olution as a point and then making the
counterpoint so the American people
can understand that this is a capsule
summary of the debate that is going to
take place in this House next week.

In the resolution the administration
contends: ‘“Whereas, in 1998 Congress
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concluded that Iraq’s continuing weap-
ons of mass destruction programs
threatened U.S. vital interests and
international peace and security, de-
clared Iraq to be in material and unac-
ceptable breach of its international ob-
ligations and urged the President to
take appropriate action, in accordance
with the Constitution and relevant
laws of the United States, to bring Iraq
into compliance with its international
obligations.”

The resolution says: ‘“Whereas Iraq
both possesses a continuing threat to
the national security of the United
States and international peace and se-
curity in the Persian Gulf region and
remains in material and unacceptable
breach of its international obligations
by, among other things, continuing to
possess and develop a significant chem-
ical and biological weapons capability,
actively seeking a nuclear weapons ca-
pability, and supporting and harboring
terrorist organizations.”

The American people deserve to
know that the key issue here is that
there is no proof that Iraq represents
an imminent or immediate threat to
the United States of America. I will re-
peat: there is no proof that Iraq rep-
resents an imminent or immediate
threat to the United States. A con-
tinuing threat does not constitute a
sufficient cause for war. The adminis-
tration has refused to provide the Con-
gress with credible evidence that
proves that Iraq is a serious threat to
the United States and that it is con-
tinuing to possess and develop chem-
ical and biological and nuclear weap-
ons.

Furthermore, there is no credible evi-
dence connecting Iraq to al Qaeda and
9-11, and yet there are people who want
to bomb Iraq in reprisal for 9-11. Imag-
ine, if you will, as Cleveland columnist
Dick Feagler wrote last week, if after
this country was attacked by Japan at
Pearl Harbor in 1941, if instead of re-
taliating by bombing Japan, we would
have retaliated by bombing Peru. Iraq
is not connected by any credible evi-
dence to 9-11, nor is it connected by
any credible evidence to the activities
of al Qaeda on 9-11.

The resolution says, and I quote, con-
tinuing in this comparison point by
point, the resolution says, that we will
be voting on the administration’s reso-
lution: ‘“Whereas Iraq persists in vio-
lating resolutions of the United Na-
tions Security Council by continuing
to engage in brutal repression of its
population thereby threatening inter-
national peace and security in the re-
gion, by refusing to release, repatriate,
or account for mnon-Iraqi citizens
wrongfully detained by Iraq, including
an American serviceman, and by fail-
ing to return property wrongfully
seized by Iraq from Kuwait.”

The counterpoint, and what the
American people deserve to know, the
key issue here, is that this language is
so broad that it would allow the Presi-
dent to order an attack against Iraq
even though there is no material
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threat to the United States. Since this
resolution authorizes the use of force
for all Iraq-related violations of U.N.
Security Council directives, and since
the resolution cites Iraq’s imprison-
ment of non-Iraqi prisoners, this reso-
lution could be seen by some to author-
ize the President to attack Iraq in
order to liberate Kuwaiti citizens, who
may or may not be in Iraqi prisons,
even if Iraq met compliance with all
requests to destroy any weapons of
mass destruction.

The resolution goes on to say:
“Whereas the current Iraqi regime has
demonstrated its capability and will-
ingness to use weapons of mass de-
struction against any other nations
and its own people;

‘“Whereas the current Iraqi regime
has demonstrated its continuing hos-
tility toward, and willingness to at-
tack, the United States, including by
attempting in 1993 to assassinate
former President Bush and by firing on
many thousands of occasions on United
States and Coalition Armed Forces en-
gaged in enforcing the resolutions of
the United Nations Security Council.”

The counterpoint of this, Mr. Speak-
er, and the key issue here, is that the
Iraqi regime has never attacked, nor
does it have the capability to attack,
the United States. The no-fly zone was
not the result of a U.N. Security Coun-
cil directive. Now, many people do not
know that. They think the U.N. Secu-
rity Council established the no-fly
zone. It did not. The no-fly zone was il-
legally imposed by the United States,
Great Britain, and France, and is not
specifically sanctioned by any Security
Council resolution.

The resolution goes on to say, and I
quote from the resolution: ‘“Whereas
members of al Qaeda, an organization
bearing responsibility for attacks on
the United States, its citizens, and in-
terests, including the attacks that oc-
curred on September 11, are known to
be in Iraq.”

Well, the American people need to
know there is no credible evidence that
connects Iraq to the events of 9-11 or to
participation in those events by assist-
ing al Qaeda.

The resolution states, and I quote:
“Whereas Iraq continues to aid and
harbor other international terrorist or-
ganizations, including organizations
that threaten the lives and safety of
American citizens.”

The key issue here, and the counter-
point that the American people need to
know, is that any connection between
Iraq’s support of terrorist groups in the
Middle East, Mr. Speaker, is an argu-
ment for focusing great resources on
resolving the conflict between Israel
and the Palestinians. It is not a suffi-
cient cause for the United States to
launch a unilateral preemptive strike
against Iraq. Indeed, an argument
could be made that such an attack
would exacerbate the condition in the
Middle East and destabilize the region.

The resolution states: ‘“Whereas the
attacks on the United States of Amer-
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ica of September 11, 2001 underscored
the gravity of the threat posed by the
acquisition of weapons of mass destruc-
tion by international terrorist organi-
zations.”

And, again, and I stress, the Amer-
ican people need to know that there is
no connection between Iraq and the
events of 9-11. However, this resolution
attempts to make the connection over
and over and over. And just saying that
there is a connection does not make it
so, because the Central Intelligence
Agency has not presented this Congress
with any credible information that in-
dicates that there is in fact a tie be-
tween Iraq and 9-11, between Iraq and
al Qaeda, or Iraq and the anthrax at-
tacks on this Capitol.

And if we are to go to war against
any Nation, and I oppose us doing this
in this case, we ought not be taking
such action in retaliation, and ought
not put it in a document like this in re-
taliation, attacking a nation that had
nothing to do with 9-11.
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The resolution goes on to say,
“Whereas Iraq’s demonstrated capa-
bility and willingness to use weapons
of mass destruction, the risk that the
current Iraqi regime will either employ
those weapons to launch a surprise at-
tack against the United States or its
Armed Forces or provide them to inter-
national terrorists who would do so,
and the extreme magnitude of harm
that would result to the United States
and its citizens from such an attack,
combine to justify action by the United
States to defend itself”’; that is the as-
sertion.

The key issue here is that there is no
credible evidence that Iraq possesses
weapons of mass destruction. If Iraq
had successfully concealed the produc-
tion of such weapons since 1998, and let
us assume that somebody has informa-
tion they have never told Congress,
they have never been able to back up,
but they have this information and it
is secret, and they secretly know Iraq
has such weapons, there is no credible
evidence that Iraq has the capability to
reach the United States with such
weapons, if they have them, and many
of us believe no evidence has been pre-
sented that they do.

In 1991, the Gulf War, Iraq had a dem-
onstrated capability of biological and
chemical weapons, but they obviously
did not have the willingness to use
them against the Armed Forces of the
United States. Congress has not been
provided any credible information
which proves that Iraq has provided
international terrorists with weapons
of mass destruction.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution will be
presented to this Congress to vote on
as a cause of war. I am reading the
exact quote from the resolution, and
then I am making the counterpoint. In
effect, this is the first step towards a
debate on this issue on this floor.

The resolution says, ‘“Whereas
United Nations Security Council Reso-
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lution 678 authorizes the use of all nec-
essary means to enforce United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 660
and subsequent relevant resolutions
and to compel Iraq to cease certain ac-
tivities that threaten international
peace and security, including the de-
velopment of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and refusal or obstruction of
United Nations weapons inspections in
violation of United Nations Security
Council Resolution 687, repression of
its civilian population in violation of
United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 688, and threatening its neigh-
bors or United Nations operations in
Iraq in violation of United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 949.”

The counterpoint and what the
American people need to know is that
the U.N. Charter, and we participate in
the United Nations, we helped form the
United Nations, we helped set up this
international framework of law that is
represented by the United Nations,
that the United Nations Charter for-
bids all Member nations, including the
United States, from unilaterally en-
forcing U.N. resolutions.

We cannot do this on our own. We
cannot decide that some nation is in
violation of U.N. resolutions and we
take it upon ourselves to render jus-
tice.

The resolution states, that will be be-
fore this House as a cause of war,
“Whereas Congress in the Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force Against
Iraq Resolution (Public Law 102-1) has
authorized the President to use United
States Armed Forces pursuant to
United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 678 (1990) in order to achieve im-
plementation of Security Council Reso-
lutions 660, 612, 664, 665, 666, 667, 669,
670, 674, 677’; and the point is the same.

If those Security Council resolutions
are not being implemented, that is up
to the United Nations and the Security
Council to take up the matter. It is not
up to the United States to initiate uni-
lateral action enforcing U.N. resolu-
tions with military force.

The resolution which is being pre-
sented to this House next week says,
“Whereas in December 1991, Congress
expressed its sense that it supports the
use of all necessary means to achieve
the goals of United Nations Security
Council Resolution 687 as being con-
sistent with the Authorization of Use
of Military Force Against Iraq Resolu-
tion (Public Law 102-1), that Iraq’s re-
pression of its civilian population vio-
lates United Nations Security Council
Resolution 688 and constitutes a con-
tinuing threat to the peace, security,
and stability of the Persian Gulf re-
gion, and that Congress supports the
use of all necessary means to achieve
the goals of United Nations Security
Council Resolution 688.”

Well, the counterpoint here is this,
and what we are going to be asserting
on the floor of this House is that this
clause demonstrates the proper chro-
nology of international process in con-
trast to the current march to war. In
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1991, the TUnited Nations Security
Council passed the resolution asking
for enforcement of its resolution. Mem-
ber countries authorized their troops
to participate in a U.N.-led coalition to
enforce the U.N. resolutions. Now the
President is asking Congress to author-
ize a unilateral first strike before the
U.N. Security Council has asked its
member states to enforce U.N. resolu-
tions.

If we believe in international law,
then we ought to look to what this
country did in 1991 when it joined the
United Nations’ effort on this matter
on global security and not go it alone,
not initiate a unilateral action or at-
tack or preemptive strike.

The resolution here says, ‘‘“Whereas
the Iraq Liberation Act (Public Law
105-338) expressed the sense of Congress
that it should be the policy of the
United States to support efforts to re-
move from power the current Iraqi re-
gime and promote the emergence of a
democratic government to replace that
regime.”’

Well, the counterpoint is this, and
the American people should know this,
this sense of Congress resolution which
is referred to in that paragraph was not
binding. Furthermore, while Congress
supported democratic means of remov-
ing Saddam Hussein, and I voted for
that, we clearly did not endorse the use
of force contemplated in this resolu-
tion.

Where does it end? Is there some
other leader we do not like that we are
going to use force to take out? Nor did
Congress endorse assassination as a
policy. It is absolutely horrific that a
Nation which has prided itself as cele-
brating the rule of law, as believing in
the rights of all people, that we would
have any document in our government,
have any public official in our govern-
ment, have anybody working for this
government implying or openly advo-
cating that we would use assassination
as a policy. This country has suffered
from assassination of some of our
greatest leaders, some of our greatest
Presidents, and we know that once that
principle goes out there, that it can
only go against the highest principles
this country stands on.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution says,
“Whereas on September 12, 2002, Presi-
dent Bush committed the TUnited
States to work with the United Nations
Security Council to meet our common
challenge posed by Iraq and to work for
the necessary resolutions, while also
making it clear that the Security
Council resolutions will be enforced,
and that the just demands of peace and
security will be met, or action will be
unavoidable.”

It goes on to say, ‘“‘“Whereas the
United States is determined to pros-
ecute the war on terrorism and Iraq’s
ongoing support for international ter-
rorist groups combined with its devel-
opment of weapons of mass destruction
in direct violation of its obligations
under the 1991 cease-fire and other
United Nations Security Council reso-
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lutions make clear that it is in the na-
tional security interests of the United
States and in furtherance of the war on
terrorism that all relevant United Na-
tions Security Council resolutions be
enforced, including through the use of
force if necessary.”

That is their cause of war. Now what
the American people need to know, and
the other side of that key issue is, uni-
lateral actions against Iraq will cost
the United States the support of the
world community, adversely affecting
the war on terrorism. No credible intel-
ligence exists which connects Iraq to
the events of 9/11 or to those terrorists
who perpetrated 9/11. And under inter-
national law, the United States does
not have the authority to unilaterally
order military action to enforce United
Nations Security Council resolutions.

The point that the administration is
trying to make, and it is in this resolu-
tion, that it is a cause of war is that,
“Whereas Congress has taken steps to
pursue vigorously the war on terrorism
through the provision of authorities
and funding requested by the President
to take the necessary actions against
international terrorists and terrorist
organizations, including those nations,
organizations or persons who planned,
authorized, committed, or aided the
terrorist attacks that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, or harbored such per-
sons or organizations.”’

The key issue here and what the
American people need to know and
what will be in debate on this floor
next week is that the administration
has not provided Congress with any
proof that Iraq is in any way connected
to the events of 9/11. The American
people are fair people. They do not be-
lieve in hitting someone who did not
hit them. They believe in self-defense,
but they do not believe that we should
bomb Iraq if Iraq is not connected to 9/
11.

The administration in the resolution
that we will be voting on next week,
their cause of war says, ‘“Whereas the
President and Congress are determined
to continue to take all appropriate ac-
tions against international terrorists
and terrorist organizations, including
those nations, organizations or persons
who planned, authorized, committed or
aided the terrorist attacks that oc-
curred on September 11, 2001, or har-
bored such persons or organizations.”

Again, I repeat, the answer to that is
obvious. By now people need to under-
stand, the American people need to
know, the counterpoint is the adminis-
tration has not provided Congress with
any proof that Iraq is in any way con-
nected to the events of 9/11. Further-
more, there is no credible evidence
that Iraq has harbored those who are
responsible for planning the attacks.

The resolution says, ‘“Whereas the
President has the authority under the
Constitution to take action in order to
deter and prevent acts of international
terrorism against the United States, as
Congress recognized in the joint resolu-
tion on Authorization for Use of Mili-
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tary Force (Public Law 107-40);” and
what the American people need to
know and the key point here, the coun-
terpoint is that this resolution that we
passed, the one we passed last year,
that was specific to 9/11. It was a lim-
ited response to 9/11. It did not author-
ize war without end. We did not vote
for that. We did not vote to conduct
war against Iraq a year ago.

The resolution states, ‘“Whereas it is
in the national security of the United
States to restore international peace
and security to the Persian Gulf re-
gion.”

The Kkey issue here, Mr. Speaker,
what do we mean by national security
interests? If by national security inter-
ests of the United States the adminis-
tration means oil, it ought to commu-
nicate such to the Congress. A unilat-
eral attack on Iraq by the United
States will cause instability and chaos
in the region, and it will sow the seeds
of future conflict all over the world.

Mr. Speaker, we have an enactment
clause in all laws which is effectively
the stuff of which the law is made. All
of the things that I have cited before
are substantially prefatory clauses,
even hortatory language, but the real
guts of the law comes in the enactment
clause.
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The short title is the Authorization
for the use of Military Force Against
Iraq.

Section 2. Support for United States
Diplomatic Efforts.

The Congress of the United States
supports the efforts by the President to
strictly enforce through the United Na-
tions Security Council all relevant Se-
curity Council resolutions applicable
to Iraq and encourages him in those ef-
forts; and, B, obtain prompt and deci-
sive action by the Security Council to
ensure that Iraq abandons its strategy
of delay, evasion and noncompliance
and promptly and strictly complies
with all relevant Security Council res-
olutions.

Mr. Speaker, Congress can and Con-
gress should support this clause. How-
ever, the section I am about to read,
which is section 3, undermines the ef-
fectiveness of this section 2. Any peace-
ful settlement requires Iraq compli-
ance. The totality of this resolution,
however, indicates the administration
will wage war against Iraq no matter
what. This approach, of course, would
undermine negotiations.

I am going to cite from section 3
which is the section that all Americans
are going to want to know about:

Section 3. Authorization for Use of
United States Armed Forces.

Authorization. The President is au-
thorized to use the Armed Forces of
the United States as he determines to
be necessary and appropriate in order
to, 1, defend the national security of
the United States against the con-
tinuing threat posed by Iraq; and, 2, en-
force all relevant United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolutions regarding Iraq.
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Mr. Speaker, the key issue here and
the counterpoint and what will be the
focus of debate in this House next week
is this fact: this clause is substantially
similar to the authorization that the
President originally sought. It gives
authority to the President to act prior
to and even without a U.N. resolution,
and it authorizes the President to use
U.S. troops to enforce U.N. resolutions,
even without United Nations’ request
for it. So what we are talking about
here is unilateralism. Go it alone. Po-
liceman of the world. Strike first. Send
a signal to every other nation; strike
first. This is a violation of chapter 7 of
the U.N. charter, which reserves the
ability to authorize force for that pur-
pose to the Security Council alone.

Under chapter 7 of the charter of the
United Nations, it says that the Secu-
rity Council shall determine the exist-
ence of any threat to peace and shall
make recommendations to maintain or
restore international peace and secu-
rity. That is from article 39. It says
that only the Security Council can de-
cide that military force would be nec-
essary. The Security Council may de-
cide what measures are to be employed,
to give effect to its decisions. Article
41. And it may take such action by air,
sea or land forces as may be necessary
to maintain or restore international
peace and security. That is article 43.

Furthermore, the resolution that will
be before us authorizes use of force ille-
gally since the U.N. Security Council
has not requested it. According to the
U.N. charter, members of the U.N. such
as the U.S. are required to make avail-
able to the Security Council on its call
and in accordance with the special
agreement or agreements, armed
forces. The U.N. Security Council has
not called upon its members to use
military force against Iraq at the cur-
rent time. Furthermore, changes to the
language of the previous use of force
resolution drafted by Congress and ob-
jected to by many Members of Congress
are cosmetic.

I want it stated, Mr. Speaker, if I
thought for a moment that this coun-
try was facing a threat and was under
attack, I and every Member of this
Congress would rise in a single voice.
By voice we would have a unanimous
resolution defending this country, be-
cause that is our proud tradition. As a
matter of fact, that is one of the
foundational principles of this country,
to provide for the common defense. We
have an obligation to provide for the
common defense. But we also have an
obligation not to let that hallowed
principle, that sacred principle of pro-
viding for the common defense be mis-
used.

It says provide for the common de-
fense, not provide for the common of-
fense. It is called the Department of
Defense, not the Department of Of-
fense. America is not an aggressor Na-
tion, but the resolution that is brought
in this House next week would for the
first time in the history of this country
make America an aggressor Nation. We
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have to remember that we are heirs to
an incredible tradition, a tradition of
standing up for honesty and decency
and human rights in this world, a tra-
dition of truth telling, a tradition upon
which 226 years rests. In that tradition
there are no Democrats or Republicans;
there are only Americans. Before this
Congress defames the purpose of this
country by voting for such a resolu-
tion, we owe it to the American people
to go over every aspect of this resolu-
tion to make sure that we are not mak-
ing a grievous mistake that would set
this country on a path towards destruc-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, many of us remember
last month when we left this Chamber
to join hundreds of Members of Con-
gress in a solemn commemoration of 9-
11 and in solidarity with New Yorkers
at Federal Hall in New York City. I
know the Speaker and other Members
of Congress, all of us, could sense a spe-
cial energy at that sacred shrine to de-
mocracy where George Washington was
sworn in, where a Congress of 2 cen-
turies ago received the Bill of Rights.
As I stood there, Mr. Speaker, in a mo-
ment of reflection, I could envision the
Congress of long ago gathering as a
galaxy of stars just cascaded from the
sky through that circular opening
above the rotunda of Federal Hall. In
my mind’s eye, I could see this galaxy
of stars coming through representing
universal principles pouring into this
venerable site, in forming the pledge
that Washington made to a new Na-
tion, freedom’s holy light illuminating
the Bill of Rights.

In that moment, I had a new under-
standing about our flag. Our flag as
spangled with stars as a bolt of heaven
itself connects the United States with
eternal principles of unity, of brother-
hood and sisterhood. Look at that flag.
Those stars are not just 50 States. They
are principles. And the energy of the
stars, present at the birth of this Na-
tion, is still with us. It is upon that
dark blue cloth of our flag. One bright
star there shines for hope, another star
for optimism, another for well-being,
one for freedom, one star for abun-
dance, one star for creativity, one for
togetherness, and one for peace. One
star to wish upon to create our highest
aspirations, to make our dreams come
true.

This, our country and our very selves
are all made of such stars. As the pop-
ular song goes, ‘‘This is who we are.”
This is what gives higher meaning to
our being an American. This is what
gives higher meaning to patriotism. I
love our flag. Though some would
make it stand for chaos and war, I see
the field of stars as standing for the
highest expression of human unity. A
higher meaning of the United States is
that we express wholeness through the
unity of 50 States. Out of many, we are
one. That is the motto up there, Mr.
Speaker, e pluribus unum, Latin for
“‘out of many, we are one.” We present
ourselves to the world as an exemplifi-
cation of the principle of oneness, of
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the universality of all, of the confirma-
tion of one in the many. The world.
Out of many nations we are one. Uni-
versality, that is where we come from.

The idea of America emerged from
the intellectual energy, the heart en-
ergy, the spirit energy of the Renais-
sance, the genesis and a journey of
lovers marrying their fortunes to-
gether, bound for America, looking for
that lamp lifted beside the golden door
of liberty. The quest for universal prin-
ciples, of justice, of human rights, of
civil rights, of opportunity, of a mean-
ingful future is what caused millions,
millions to see America as the light of
nations. These universal principles are
the stars by which those who came to
our shores sailed. These are the stars
that can guide us past the shoals of
arms dealers and oil interests who
today would crash our ship of state
upon the rocks of war.

America has a higher destiny. As
with generations past, our destiny can
take us to places we have never been
before or can only imagine, places of
peace, places of plenty, places of hope,
places of love. We have a right to live
up to our ideals. That is our birthright.
We should not trade it for the preten-
sions of empire, nor for delusions of
grandeur, nor for all the gold in Fort
Knox, all the tea in China, nor all the
oil in Iraq. America has a higher des-
tiny. Mr. Speaker, I want to speak
about the America that can be, about
reestablishing the context of our Na-
tion, about a second renaissance which
can begin in this Nation with this gen-
eration.

First, let us travel to the place where
civilization was born thousands of
years ago, upon the banks of the Tigris
and Euphrates. Let us see there, in-
stead of dancing with death and Killing
untold thousands of innocent civilians,
we can change directions, pull back
from war with Iraq, change the out-
come, connect with our aspirations for
peace and reclaim our ingenuity and
creativity in human relations.

Why is this war and why has this war
that we are facing with Iraq, why has it
been presented as inevitable? Is it not
time to insist that our leaders stop in-
cessant war talk, this assumed right to
unilateral action? Is it not time that
we insist on preventive diplomacy and
our obligation to work with the world
community on matters of global secu-
rity? Why is this war being presented
as inevitable?

The headlines from The New York
Times the day after we visited to com-
memorate 9-11 read, ‘“‘Bush to Warn
U.N., Act on Iraq or U.S. Will. He Leads
Nation in Mourning at Terrorist
Sites.” There is no credible evidence
linking Iraq with 9-11, with al Qaeda,
or with anthrax attacks. There is no
credible evidence Iraq has usable weap-
ons of mass destruction, the ability to
deliver such weapons, or the intention
to do so.

When Iraq possessed such weapons,
quite sad to say, they did it with the
knowledge and sometimes with mate-
rials from the United States. During
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the administration of President
Reagan, 60 helicopters were sold to
Iraq. Later reports said Iraq used U.S.
helicopters to spray Kurds with chem-
ical weapons. According to The Wash-
ington Post, Iraq used mustard gas
against Iran with the help of intel-
ligence from the CIA. Intelligence re-
ports cited the use of nerve gas by Iraq
against Iran. Iraq’s punishment? The
U.S. reestablished full diplomatic ties
around Thanksgiving of 1984. Through-
out 1989 and 1990, U.S. companies, with
the permission of the first Bush gov-
ernment, sent to Iraq, the government
of Saddam Hussein, tons of mustard
gas precursors, live cultures for bac-
teriological research, helped to build a
chemical weapons factory, supplied
West Nile virus, supplied fuel explosive
technology, computers for weapon
technology, hydrogen cyanide precur-
sors, computers for weapon research
and development, and vacuum pumps
and bellows for nuclear weapons plants.

‘“We have met the enemy,” said Walt
Kelly’s Pogo, ‘‘and he is us.”

O 1600

Unilateral action on the part of the
United States or in partnership with
Great Britain would for the first time
set our Nation on a blood-stained path
of aggressive war, a sacrilege against
the memory of those who fought to de-
fend this country. America’s moral au-
thority would be undermined through-
out the world. It would signal for Rus-
sia to invade Georgia; China, Taiwan;
North Korea, South; India, Pakistan;
and destabilize the entire Gulf and
Middle Eastern region.

There is a way out. We need a com-
prehensive solution to the crisis in
Iraq. It must involve the United Na-
tions, and it can be facilitated by Rus-
sia, which signed a $40 billion trade
agreement with Iraq. Inspections for
weapons of mass destruction must
begin immediately. Inspectors must
have free and unfettered access to all
sites. Negotiations must begin.

Concerning the counterproductive
policies, a regime change and sanc-
tions, emergency relief must be expe-
dited. Free trade except in arms should
be permitted. Foreign investments
should be allowed, and the assets of
Iraq abroad must be restored. A re-
gional zone free of weapons of mass de-
struction should be established.

If we could take a new direction in
Iraq and the region, we could begin a
new era of peace. We do not have to go
to war. We could refocus our effort on
the conflict between the Palestinians
and the Israelis. We could bring new
initiatives to help Pakistan and India
resolve Kashmir.

Mr. Speaker, in total, the United
States can repair its position in the
world community through cooperation,
not confrontation. We can change the
world for the better, and we can look
to the heavens itself for guidance. We
can begin by banning any research
planning or deployment of weapons in
outer space. Human destiny has always
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been linked with the stars. How grim
that America is planning to put weap-
ons in outer space, to seize the ulti-
mate high ground, to attempt to gain
strategic advantage over every nation
on Earth.

We must turn back from such arro-
gance. We must let the name of peace
be hallowed on Earth as it is in the
heavens. With a space preservation
treaty, we must direct our efforts to-
wards solving conflicts on this planet
rather than spreading war and per-
petuity throughout the universe in a
plan paradoxically called Vision 2020.

I have a vision of nations working to-
gether cooperatively, using what Presi-
dent Franklin Roosevelt called the
science of human relations. That is the
basis for the creation of a department
of peace which seeks to make non-
violence an organizing principle in our
society for domestic as well as inter-
national policy. War is not inevitable
unless we refuse to work for peace pa-
tiently and tirelessly.

I envision a U.S. leadership which
will end the threat of nuclear destruc-
tion by realizing the promise of the
Nonproliferation Treaty. Seventeen na-
tions possess, are pursuing, or are ca-
pable of acquiring nuclear weapons.
Now is the time to stop the drive to-
wards nuclear rearmament. Now is the
time to provide incentives to stop the
nuclear arms race, to stop building nu-
clear weapons, and to stop testing.

America should restore the ABM
Treaty and begin again with Russia
true arms reductions towards the day
when all nuclear weapons are abol-
ished, and America can lead those 26
nations which possess or they are pur-
suing or are trying to get chemical
weapons of mass destruction. We need
to move towards participation in the
chemical weapons convention and
agree to have such weapons eliminated
worldwide. America can lead the way
towards the destruction of all biologi-
cal weapons of mass destruction by
signing on to the biological weapons
convention. Twenty nations have de-
signs on such weapons. Let America
lead the way towards abolishing bio-
logical weapons.

We have much work to do to regain
world leadership in ending the pro-
liferation of small arms by signing the
small arm treaty and to eliminate the
scourge of land mines. America can
help strengthen the cause of inter-
national justice by agreeing to the
International Criminal Court. Cer-
tainly, certainly a Nation which has an
interest in bringing to justice those in
violation of international law should
support an international court which
would accomplish just that.

Mr. Speaker, last month I rep-
resented the United States at the
World Summit on Sustainable Develop-
ment. There with the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER), I called for our Nation
to join with the world community in
solving the challenge of global climate
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change and working to reduce carbon
emissions, greenhouse gases. America
must lead the way towards sustainable
and renewable energies. As a first step,
I joined with Mayor Brown of Oakland,
proposing a $50 billion solar initiative
in cooperation with Mikhail
Gorbachev’s Global Green.

It is the United States that lead the
way towards a global community
which is inclusive and sustainable,
which promotes democratic values, and
which enables the growth of potential
and the health of each person by put-
ting human rights and workers’ rights
and environmental quality principles
into each and every trade agreement.

There is much work to do on the
world stage, but we cannot do it by cre-
ating war when we ought to be working
for peace. Iraq is not an imminent
threat, but an unemployment rate
which is reaching 6 percent is an immi-
nent threat. Forty-one million Ameri-
cans without health insurance is an
imminent threat. The high cost of pre-
scription drugs, an imminent threat.
Unregulated energy companies which
charge confiscatory rates for elec-
tricity and gas, an imminent threat.
Large corporations which lie about
their value and deprive stockholders of
their life’s savings, an imminent
threat. Seniors losing their pensions,
an imminent threat.

So, too, is the climate of fear being
cycled in this country. Every time a
civil liberty is rolled back or under-
mined in America, a little bit of our
free Nation dies. Each government re-
port which drums terror and fear weak-
ens our Nation. When Francis Scott
Key wrote ‘““‘Oh, say does that star-
spangled banner yet wave, o’er the land
of the free and the home of the brave,”
he made the essential connection be-
tween democracy and courage. Courage
will guide our Nation through this cri-
sis. Courage will enable us to set our
government right. Courage will enable
us to go to the campuses, to labor
halls, to churches and to the streets to
organize against a war which will un-
dermine our Nation, ruin our reputa-
tion, kill innocent people, and damage
the economy of our Nation and the
world.

We are at a critical and creative mo-
ment in the human history where we
have it within our power to change the
world. It is about evolutionary politics
which follows an evolutionary con-
sciousness. We can do it by changing
the way we look at the world, by con-
templating and realizing universal
brotherhood and sisterhood of all per-
sons. We can do it by tapping into our
own unlimited potential to think anew.

Imagine, imagine if we could look at
our Nation today with the same daring
with which our Founders gazed. Imag-
ine if we could regain the capacity of
spirit which animated freedom of
speech, the right to assemble, the right
to vote, freedom from fear, freedom
from want.

I tell my colleagues that there is an-
other America out there, and it is
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ready to be called forward. It is the
America of our dreams. It is the Amer-
ica of the flag full of stars. It is the
America which is in our hearts, and we
can make it the heart of the world.

I thank the people of the 10th Con-
gressional District for giving me the
honor to serve the State of Ohio in this
Congress, and I join once again in grat-
itude to all those Members of Congress
who today called on the people of
America to reconfirm the commitment
of government of the people, by the
people, and for the people, to reconfirm
the connection which you have with
this country. And if you do not want
war with Iraq, then the people have the
right to contact their Members of Con-
gress and tell them so. That is the es-
sence of representative government;
that is the process I am proud to be a
part of. That is why it is a privilege to
be a Member of the Congress of the
United States.

————

OMISSION FROM THE CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD OF WEDNES-
DAY, OCTOBER 2, 2002 AT PAGE
H6963

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure; which was read and, with-
out objection, referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE,

Washington, DC., September 26, 2002.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed are copies of
resolutions adopted on September 25, 2002 by
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. Copies of the resolutions are being
transmitted to the Department of the Army.
Sincerely,
DON YOUNG,
Chairman.

There was no objection.

DOCKET 2702: MARTIN PENA CANAL, SAN JUAN,
PUERTO RICO

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Rio Puerto Nuevo,
Puerto Rico, and other pertinent reports to
include the dredging of Cano Martin Pena
Project Design Report and Environmental
Impact Statement, dated March 2001, to de-
termine whether modifications to the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time in the interest of en-
vironmental restoration and protection and
related purposes at the Martin Pena Canal,
San Juan, Puerto Rico.

Adopted: September 25, 2002.

DOCKET 2703: ARTHUR KILL CHANNEL AND
MORSES CREEK TO PERTH AMBOY, NEW JERSEY

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
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of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the New York and New
Jersey Channels, published as House Docu-
ment 133, 74th Congress, 1st Session, and
other pertinent reports to determine wheth-
er benefits have changed affecting the feasi-
bility of deepening the Arthur Kill channel
and easing bends in the channel from Morses
Creek to Perth Amboy, New Jersey, to ac-
commodate deep draft navigation. The re-
view shall include the locally prepared study
entitled ‘‘Pre-feasibility Study for Channel
Improvemetns—Arthur Kill from Morses
Creek to Perth Amboy and Raritan Bay Ap-
proaches.”.

Adopted: September 25, 2002.

DOCKET 2704: ELLIOTT BAY SEAWALL,
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the Comprehen-
sive Study of Water and Related Land Re-
sources for Puget Sound and Adjacent Wa-
ters, State of Washington, dated 1971, and
other pertinent reports to determine wheth-
er modifications to the recommendations
contained therein are advisable at the
present time in the interest of storm damage
prevention, shoreline protection, environ-
mental restoration and protection, and re-
lated purposes in Elliott Bay, Washington,
including the rehabilitation of the Alaskan
Way seawall.

Adopted: September 25, 2002.

DOCKET 2705: MIDDLE AND LOWER ST. CROIX

RIVER, MINNESOTA AND WISCONSIN

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the St. Croix River,
Wisconsin and Minnesota, published as
House Document 462, 71st Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, and other pertinent reports to deter-
mine whether modifications to the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time in the interest of
flood damage reduction, environmental res-
toration and protection, water quality and
related purposes to include developing a
comprehensive coordinated watershed man-
agement plan for the development, conserva-
tion, and utilization of water and related
land resources in the St. Croix River Basin
and its tributaries.

Adopted: September 25, 2002.
DOCKET 2706: TONAWANDA CREEK WATERSHED,

NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Buffalo Metropoli-
tan Area Water Resources Management
Final Report dated 1991 and all interim stud-
ies for the entire Tonawanda Creek Water-
shed and related reports to determine wheth-
er modifications to the recommendations
contained therein are advisable at the
present time in the interest of environ-
mental restoration and protection, flood
damage reduction, stream bank restoration,
water quality, recreation and other related
purposes.

Adopted: September 25, 2002.

DOCKET 2707: MILL CREEK, SOUTHAMPTON,

PENNSYLVANIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
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Chief of Engineers on the Delaware River
Basin, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania
and Delaware, published as House Document
522, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, and other
pertinent reports to determine whether
modifications of the recommendations con-
tained therein are advisable at the present
time in the interest of flood control, environ-
mental restoration and protection, riparian
habitat improvement, erosion, and other re-
lated purposes in the Mill Creek area, South-
ampton, Pennsylvania.
Adopted: September 25, 2002.

DOCKET 2708: SILVER AND BROCK CREEKS,
YARDLEY, PENNSYLVANIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the
Army is requested to review the report of the
Chief of Engineers on the Delaware River
Basin, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania
and Delaware, published as House Document
522, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, and other
pertinent reports to determine whether
modifications of the recommendations con-
tained therein are advisable at the present
time in the interest of flood control, environ-
mental restoration and protection, riparian
habitat improvement, erosion, and other re-
lated purposes in the Silver and Brock
Creeks Watersheds, Yardley, Pennsylvania.

Adopted: September 25, 2002.

—————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. TANNER (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of a
death in the family.

Mr. LEWIS of California (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today after
11:30 a.m. and the balance of the week
on account of a death in the family.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. KAPTUR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. SHOWS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. FARR of California, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. GEKAS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, October 7.

———

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
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table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1226. An act to require the display of the
POW/MIA flag at the World War II memorial,
the Korean War Veterans Memorial, and the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

S. 2980. An act to revise and extend the
Birth Defects Prevention Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

——————

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on September 27, 2002 he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bills.

H.J. Res 111. Making continuing appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 2003, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 640. To adjust the boundaries of Santa
Monica Mountains National Recreation
Area, and for other purposes.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REHBERG). The motion is agreed to.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
those in favor of taking this vote by
the yeas and nays will rise and remain
standing until counted.

An insufficient number has arisen.

The yeas and nays are refused.

So the motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 11 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Octo-
ber 7, 2002, at 9:30 a.m., for morning
hour debates.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

9486. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report
of a violation of the Antideficiency Act by
the Department of the Navy, Case Number
00-07, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1351; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

9487. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans State
of Montana: General Conformity [MT-001-
0046a; FRIL-7383-2] received October 2, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

9488. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Massa-
chusetts; Volatile Organic Compound Rea-
sonably  Available Control Technology
(RACT) Plans and Regulations [MA-083-7213a;
A-1-FRL-7374-9] received October 2, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

9489. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
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Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; Allegheny County’s Generic VOC
and NOx RACT Regulation and Revised Defi-
nitions [PA135-4101a; FRL-7389-2] received
October 2, 2002, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

9490. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West
Virginia, Regulation to Prevent and Control
Air Pollution From the Operation of Coal
Preparation Plants, Coal Handling Oper-
ations and Coal Refuse Disposal Areas
[WV048-6020a; FRIL.-7381-7] received October 2,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

9491. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West
Virginia; Ambient Air Quality Standard for
Carbon Monoxide and Ozone [WV052-0623a;
FRL-7388-9] received October 2, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

9492. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; West
Virginia; Ambient Air Quality Standard for
Nitrogen Dioxide [WV054-6022a; FRL-7381-9]
received October 2, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

9493. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Massa-
chusetts; Approval of PM10 State Implemen-
tation Plan (SIP) Revisions and Designation
of Areas for Air Quality Planning Purposes
[MA-075-7209a; A-1-FRL-7374-7] received Octo-
ber 2, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

9494. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Clean Air Act Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plan Revision for North Dakota; Revi-
sions to the Air Pollution Control Rules;
Delegation of Authority for New Source Per-
formance Standards and National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants [ND-
001-0005a & 0007a; FRIL-7379-8] received Octo-
ber 2, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

9495. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Interim Final Determina-
tion to Stay Sanctions, Bay Area Air Qual-
ity Management District [CA 272-03969c;
FRL-7387-2] received October 2, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

9496. A letter from the Prinicpal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, Antelope Valley
Air Pollution Control District and South
Coast Air Quality Management District
[CA207-0252; FRI.-7380-8] received October 2,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

9497. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California
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State Implementation Plan, South Coast Air
Quality Management District [CA187-0365a;
FRL-7385-3] received October 2, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

9498. A letter from the Prinicpal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Envrionmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Land Disposal Restrictions:
National Treatment Variance to Designate
New Treatment Subcategories for Radio-
actively Contaminated Cadmium-, Mercury-,
and Silver-Containing Batteries [FRL-7390-7]
(RIN: 2050-AE99) received October 2, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

9499. A letter from the Prinicpal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Envrionmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Revisions to the California
State Implementation Plan, Bay Area Air
Quality Management District [CA272-0369a;
FRL-7387-1] received October 2, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

9500. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting the Department of the Army’s pro-
posed lease of defense articles to the Govern-
ment of Norway (Transmittal No. 15-02), pur-
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to the Committee
on International Relations.

9501. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the revised annual report con-
cerning defense articles and services that
were licensed for export under section 38 of
the Arms Export Control Act during Fiscal
Year 2001; to the Committee on International
Relations.

9502. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s revised strategic plan for
FY 2003 through FY 2008; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

9503. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting information concerning GAO employees
who were assigned to congressional commit-
tees as of July 22, 2002; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

9504. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions and Forms Services Division, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Delegating the Secretary
of Labor the Authority To Adjudicate Cer-
tain Temporary Agricultural Worker (H-2A)
Petitions [INS No. 1946-98; AG Order No. 2617-
2002] (RIN: 1115-AF29) received October 2,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

9505. A letter from the Chairperson, United
States Commission on Civil Rights, trans-
mitting a report entitled, ‘‘Ten-Year Check-
Up: Have Federal Agencies Responded to
Civil Rights Recommendations,’”” pursuant to
42 U.S.C. 1975a(c); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

9506. A letter from the Attorney, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Hazardous Mate-
rials Regulations: Minor Editorial Correc-
tions and Clarifications [Docket No. RSPA-
02-12524 (HM-189T)] (RIN: 2137-AD72) received
October 1, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

9507. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Guidelines Establishing
Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollut-
ants; Measurement of Mercury in Water; Re-
visions to EPA Method 1631 [FRL-7390-6]
(RIN: 2040-AD72) received October 2, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.
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9508. A letter from the Deputy Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration,
transmitting a report of Building Project
Survey for the U. S. Court of Appeals in At-
lanta, GA; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

9509. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
informational copies of additional lease
prospectuses that support the General Serv-
ices Administration’s Fiscal Year 2003 Cap-
ital Investment and Leasing Program; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 282. A bill to authorize the Pyramid of
Remembrance Foundation to establish a me-
morial in the District of Columbia or its en-
virons to soldiers who have lost their lives
during peacekeeping operations, humani-
tarian efforts, training, terrorists attacks, or
covert operations; with an amendment (Rep.
107-719). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. OXLEY: Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. H.R. 5400. A bill to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to agree to certain
amendments to the Agreement between the
Government of the United States of America
and the Government of the United Mexican
States concerning the establishment of a
Border Environment Cooperation Commis-
sion and a North American Development
Bank, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 107-720). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

——
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Ms. HART (for herself, Mr. NOR-
WooD, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. SHIMKUS):

H.R. 5542. A bill to consolidate all black
lung benefit responsibility under a single of-
ficial, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 55643. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to provide incentives to States
for the development of traffic safety pro-
grams to reduce crashes related to driver fa-
tigue and sleep deprivation; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself and Mr.
DOOLITTLE):

H.R. 5544. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide that the
advertising or sale of a mislabeled copy-pro-
tected music disc is an unfair method of
competition and an unfair and deceptive act
or practice, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr.
LEwIS of California, Mrs. BoNO, and
Mr. BACA):

H.R. 5545. A Dbill to designate a Prisoner of
War/Missing in Action National Memorial at
Riverside National Cemetery in Riverside,
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California; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.
By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself and Mr.
WAMP):

H.R. 5546. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of a replacement lock at the Chicka-
mauga Lock and Dam, Tennessee; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. FRANK (for himself and Mr.
LYNCH):

H.R. 5547. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a special resources
study regarding the suitability and feasi-
bility of designating certain historic build-
ings and areas in Taunton, Massachusetts, as
a unit of the National Park System, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. HOUGHTON:

H.R. 5548. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide fairness in tax
collection procedures; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOUGHTON:

H.R. 5549. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for improved ad-
ministrative efficiency and confidentiality
under the internal revenue laws; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOUGHTON:

H.R. 5550. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reform its penalty and
interest provisions; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ISRAEL:

H.R. 5551. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow corporations to
claim a charitable deduction for the dona-
tion of services related to contributions of
computer technology or equipment; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. OTTER:

H.R. 5552. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of Federal land in Sandpoint, Idaho,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Resources, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

H.R. 5553. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to preserve retirement se-
curity by accelerating increases in retire-
ment plan contribution limits and by elimi-
nating rules that force depletion of retire-
ment savings, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Government Re-
form, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. RADANOVICH:

H.R. 5554. A Dbill to prohibit the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency from issuing or renewing certain na-
tional pollutant discharge elimination sys-
tem permits; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BRYANT:

H. Con. Res. 498. Concurrent resolution
honoring the United States Marines killed in
action during World War II while partici-
pating in the 1942 raid on Makin Atoll in the
Gilbert Islands and expressing the sense of
Congress that a site in Arlington National
Cemetery near the Space Shuttle Challenger
Memorial at the corner of Memorial and Far-
ragut Drives should be provided for the re-
mains of those Marines; to the Committee on
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
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sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HOSTETTLER:

H. Con. Res. 499. Concurrent resolution
honoring George Rogers Clark; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H. Res. 570. A resolution concerning the
San Diego long-range sportfishing fleet and
rights to fish the waters mnear the
Revillagigedo Islands of Mexico; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois:

H. Res. 571. A resolution honoring the life
of David O. ‘“Doc’”’ Cooke, the ’’Mayor of the
Pentagon‘; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. PLATTS:

H. Res. 572. A resolution honoring the 225th
anniversary of the signing of the Articles of
Confederation; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma (for him-
self, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. THORN-
BERRY):

H. Res. 573. A resolution providing that de-
velopment assistance by the United States
to foreign countries should be provided only
to countries that work toward economic and
political freedom to improve the living
standards of all of its citizens; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

————

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

Mr. UDALL of Colorado introduced a bill
(H.R. 5555) for the relief of Jesus Raul
Apodaca-Madrid, Adan Apodaca-Bejarano,
Maria de Jesus Madrid-Tarango, Francisco
Javier Apodaca-Madrid, Alma Delia
Apodaca-Madrid, Maria Isabel Apodaca-Ma-
drid, Laura Apodaca-Madrid, and Luis
Bernardo Chavez-Apodaca; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 97: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 600: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 690: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PASCRELL, and
Mr. JEFFERSON.

H.R. 826: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. WICKER, and Mr.
JEFF MILLER of Florida.

H.R. 950: Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 951: Mr. McCRERY and Mr. MORAN of
Kansas.

H.R. 1143: Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 1368: Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 1520: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr.
GALLEGLY.

H.R. 1555:

H.R. 1754:

H.R. 1774:

H.R. 2457:

H.R. 2484:

H.R. 2573: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 2630: Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 2874: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
RAHALL, and Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 3107: Mr. GOODE and Mr. VISCLOSKY.

H.R. 3333: Mr. RILEY.

H.R. 3414: Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 3617: Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 3710: Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 3831: Mr. CLAY and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 3886: Mr. HoOLT, Mr. PALLONE,
CROWLEY, and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 3961: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 3992: Mr. UDALL of Colorado,
COSTELLO, and Mr. FORD.

H.R. 4548: Mr. UbpALL of Colorado,
COSTELLO, Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. FORD.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

HALL of Texas.

DUNCAN.

HOUGHTON.

WILSON of South Carolina.
CAMP.
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H.R. 4604: Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 4743: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 4750: Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. HONDA, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. STARK, Mr. BAcA, Mr.
CoNDIT, and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 4763: Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. BALDACCI, and
Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 4843: Mr. BAIRD and Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 4950: Mr. KERNS and Mr. MCINNIS.

H.R. 5013: Mr. GRAHAM and Mr. BURTON of
Indiana.

H.R. 5081: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. GIBBONS, and
Mr. DOOLEY of California.

H.R. 5085: Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 5089: Ms. SOLIS.

H.R. 5147: Mr. TANCREDO and Mr. TOOMEY.

H.R. 5165: Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 5230: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 5250: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
OXLEY, and Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.

H.R. 5268: Mr. PHELPS, Mr. LANGEVIN, and
Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 5293: Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 5310: Mr. Wu.

H.R. 5311: Mr. PHELPS, Mr. BASS, and Mrs.
JOo ANN DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 5317: Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 5334: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
HONDA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. HOLT, Mr. KELLER,
Mr. FORD, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
STUPAK, and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 5344: Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 5346: Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 5359: Mr. ISRAEL.
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H.R. 5383: Mr. UbpALL of Colorado, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. CLY-
BURN, and Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 5411: Mr. OLVER, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. GRAHAM, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 5413: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Mr. LINDER, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, and Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 5417: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 5446: Mr. BAKER.

H.R. 5456. Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 5459. Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 5463: Mr. ISTOOK and Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 5479: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 5485: Mr. RYUN of Kansas.

H.R. 5491: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
and Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 5499: Ms. WATERS and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 5511: Ms. NORTON, Mr. CROWLEY, and
Mr. MCNULTY.

H.J. Res. 31: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. OWENS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. PAYNE, and Mrs. JONES of
Ohio.

H. Con. Res. 462: Mr. UDALL of Colorado
and Mr. STUPAK.

H. Con. Res. 466: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and
Mr. KOLBE.

H. Con. Res. 477: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
LANGEVIN, and Mr. BALDACCI.

H. Con. Res. 492: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. CHABOT,
Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. ISSA.

H. Res. 548: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H. Res. 549: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. OSBORNE, and
Mr. PLATTS.
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H. Res. 560: Mr. BARCIA and Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H. Res. 565: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr.
BONIOR.

———

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 448: Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma.
H.R. 3781: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

———

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 11, by Mrs. THURMAN on House
Resolution 517: George Miller, Nydia M.
Velazquez, John B. Larson, Harold E. Ford,
Jr., Stephen Horn, David R. Obey, William J.
Coyne, and Rod R. Blagojevich.

Petition 12, by Mr. CONYERS on House
Resolution 519: Eliot L. Engel, Martin T.
Meehan, Carolyn B. Maloney, Steven R.
Rothman, John J. LaFalce, Bill Luther, Ger-
ald D. Kleczka, Stephen Horn, William J.
Coyne, Mike Thompson, John M. Spratt, Jr.,
and Karen L. Thurman.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was
called to order by the Honorable ZELL
MILLER, a Senator from the State of
Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, Rev. Cecil H. Perry, of Oak
Hill, WV, a guest of Senator ROBERT
BYRD.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

As we pause to pray, we are grateful
for this wonderful privilege the Bible
says in John 9:31 is only given to those
that worship God and do His will. It is
a time in which the almighty God, the
God of Heaven and Earth, the only true
living God, condescends to be here in
this most precious hour before this
group of American citizens exercising
one of the freedoms they possess—that
of assembly, seeking to bring to fru-
ition matters that are good and best
for our beloved Nation—America under
God.

God, we pray that You will smile
upon these Senators who chose a life of
public service. Strengthen them that
they can give their full measure of
service in this session and all future
ones, remembering that God’s word is
the final authority in all matters.

In the name of Jesus I pray. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ZELL MILLER led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

——————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

Senate

The assistant legislative clerk read

the following letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, October 3, 2002.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ZELL MILLER, a Sen-
ator from the State of Georgia, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MILLER thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Senator BYRD, the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate, is in
the Chamber this morning and is going
to make some comments regarding the
guest Chaplain. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator BYRD be recognized
for whatever time he feels is appro-
priate. Following that, after the Chair
announces morning business, the Re-
publican time has already been set
aside as the first half hour. I ask unan-
imous consent that Senator
WELLSTONE be recognized for the sec-
ond half hour and that the time of Sen-
ator BYRD precede the time for morn-
ing business and would not take any
part of that half hour from either the
majority or the minority.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE CAL-
ENDAR—S.J. RES. 45, H.R. 3534,
AND H.R. 4793

Mr. REID. There are two bills and a
joint resolution at the desk, S.J. Res.
45, H.R. 3534, and H.R. 4973, having been
read the first time, is that correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that it be in order for these bills and
the joint resolution to receive a second

reading en bloc, but then I would ob-
ject to any further proceedings on
these matters.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will read the bills and joint
resolution by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the bills and joint resolution as fol-
lows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 45) to author-
ize the use of United States Armed Forces
against Iraq.

A bill (H.R. 4793) to authorize grants
through the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention for mosquito control programs to
prevent mosquito-borne diseases.

A bill (H.R. 3534) to provide for the settle-
ment of certain land claims of Cherokee,
Choctaw, and Chickasaw Nations to the Ar-
kansas Riverbed in Oklahoma.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection having been heard, the
bills and joint resolution will be placed
on the calendar.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
is recognized.

———————

WELCOME AND HAPPY BIRTHDAY
TO REVEREND CECIL PERRY OF
WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this morn-
ing’s inspirational invocation was de-
livered by the Rev. Cecil Perry from
Oak Hill, WV. I am pleased and proud
to announce today, October 3, is the
Reverend Mr. Perry’s 85th birthday.

I am also pleased and proud to point
out that more than 50 years ago—as a
matter of fact, it was more than 60
years ago—Mr. Perry and I worked to-
gether as meat cutters in the New
River Company Store near Beckley,
WYV. Our careers took us on different
paths. Mine became a career in public
service. Mr. Perry became a coal
miner. That is a very honorable title, a
“‘coal miner.” The man who raised me
was a coal miner. My wife’s father was
a coal miner. My wife’s brother-in-law

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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died of silicosis pneumoconiosis, which
he contracted through working in the
coal mines. His father was killed by a
slate fall in a coal mine. So the coal
miners have a great heritage of which
they can be proud.
After attending the Appalachian
Bible Institute, the Reverend Mr. Perry
was ordained in 1957 as a Baptist min-
ister. For the next 40 years, he
preached the word of God throughout
southern West Virginia.
The Senate chaplain’s office, at my
request, invited Mr. Perry to come to
the Nation’s Capital and deliver the
Senate prayer for us today. I am
pleased the Reverend Mr. Perry
brought with him his wonderful family,
including his son David Perry, who is a
delegate in the West Virginia State
legislature, and also his daughter
Nancy James. Accompanying them are
Cecil Perry’s 4 grandchildren and 12
great grandchildren. I am glad the fam-
ily has come to Washington and is vis-
iting the U.S. Capitol. I trust they will
return to the hills of our beloved West
Virginia rewarded and informed by
their visit here.
The Scriptures say: ‘‘Let the elders
that rule well be counted worthy of
double honor, especially they who
labor in the word and doctrine’—1
Timothy 5:17.
The Reverend Mr. Perry has ‘‘ruled
well.”” He has ‘labor[ed] in the word
and doctrine.” He is “worthy of double
honor.”
I am delighted, as a Senator from
West Virginia, in having this good man
visit the Senate today, and I thank
him for helping us to begin our day
with his eloquent and uplifting words
which were not written but came from
the heart. Happy Birthday, Mr. Perry.
Last night, I passed beside the blacksmith’s
door

And heard the anvil ring the vesper chime

And looking in I saw upon the floor

0Old hammers, worn with beating years of
time

‘“How many anvils have you had”’’, said I

“To wear and batter all these hammers so?”’

“Only one,” the blacksmith said, with twin-
kling eye.

“The anvil wears the hammers out, you
know.”

And so, the Bible, anvil of God’s Word

For centuries, skeptic blows have beat upon

And though the noise of falling blows was
heard,

The anvil is unharmed—the hammers, gone.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the
leadership time is reserved.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 11:30 a.m. with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.

Under the previous order, the first
half of the time shall be under the con-
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trol of the Republican leader or his des-
ignee.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE APPRO-
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we are
considering the conference report on
the Department of Justice Authoriza-
tion Act. I would like to highlight a
few matters in that bill that I believe
are important to justice in America.

I serve on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee and have wrestled with a num-
ber of these issues, both as a Federal
prosecutor and as a member of the
committee. I think there are some
good things in the bill, and I would like
to make a few points that I think are
important.

One thing I know the chairman is in-
terested in and has been a leader in
supporting is the Coverdell forensic
science legislation, named for former
Senator Coverdell of Georgia, who is
now deceased. I know that Senator
MILLER, the Acting President pro tem-
pore, has been instrumental and help-
ful in making this bill a reality.

The reason it is important is this.
Throughout our entire criminal justice
system, it is my view that delay is
hurting justice in America. Cases take
far longer than necessary to reach a
conclusion, and justice delayed is jus-
tice denied. When a criminal is caught
in a significant drug case, dealing
drugs or some other offense, and time
goes by, month after month after
month, and that person is released on
bail, back in the community amongst
maybe his friends and criminal ele-
ment and others who are looking to see
if anything is going to happen to the
person who got caught burglarizing an
automobile or home or selling drugs,
and a year or more goes by and nothing
happens—that is a problem. It under-
mines respect for law. It undermines
the integrity of the criminal justice
system. It is not right.

We had in my State recently the
worst murder in the history of Ala-
bama. No one can think of a more seri-
ous one. Six people were murdered. The
individual who murdered those people
had been out on bail and was out on
bail at that time because the chemical
analysis on the drugs he had sold had
not yet come back from the State lab-
oratory.

As a professional prosecutor for most
of my life, nearly 15 years, I would say
to you that on a regular basis in courts
all over America, a delay in getting
fingerprints, ballistics, drug analysis,
and DNA is slowing down justice. It is
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allowing criminals to stay free. It is al-
lowing people to remain under a cloud
who might be found innocent when an
analysis comes back. It is not a good
situation. We need to highlight that,
and the Coverdell bill provides States
support for State laboratories to en-
courage them to get caught up and
stay where they ought to be.

In my view, if it takes no more than
a few hours to do a laboratory analysis
on a powder to find out if it is cocaine,
why can’t we get it back in a matter of
days? I think our goal in America
should not be weeks, it should not be
months, but it should be days when
these reports come back. It does not
take more time, and it does not really
cost more money to have a chemical
analysis done today rather than wait-
ing 6 months to do that chemical anal-
ysis. So I would just say that is impor-
tant.

I am glad we strengthened that bill
with some amendments in this lan-
guage. There are appropriations of
some $35 million in the appropriations
bill that will go along with this. We are
moving in the right direction.

In my view, the single greatest bot-
tleneck in the criminal justice system
today is the forensic capability. We are
far too far behind on that. When you
consider all the people we are hiring in
police, law enforcement, judges, jails,
sheriffs, deputies and all those, the
very few we have on forensic work that
is slowing down all of their work is a
weakness in the system that I think
ought to be fixed.

This bill does something else that I
think is important. The Boys and Girls
Clubs in America are proven to be some
of the finest agencies anywhere for the
delivery of services, hope, and encour-
agement to young people in poor areas
of our country. They have done tre-
mendous work. I have visited centers
in Huntsville, Mobile, and other places.
I have talked with their leadership and
studied their programs. It is a tremen-
dous program.

We are providing, through this bill,
greater help to them. They are man-
aging personnel and managing the
money that they get efficiently, to get
the greatest possible benefit for young
people in communities all across Amer-
ica. I am glad we are doing that.

The bill provides for additional mon-
eys for drug courts. The first drug
court began in Miami. Judge Goldstein
and a couple of other judges developed
a concept where many people involved
with the criminal justice system, both
with drug charges and other criminal
charges could get help with the root of
the problem, their serious drug habits.
They believed that if those individuals
were carefully monitored under the su-
pervision of a judge who could order
them to jail if they did not cooperate,
improved behavior could occur, the
drug use could be prevented or reduced,
treatment could be carried out effec-
tively, and our crime rates would go
down.

The numbers seem to bear that out.
In fact, they cited exceedingly positive
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numbers in the early 1980s. I was a
prosecutor as U.S. attorney in Mobile,
AL. I remember participating in bring-
ing Judge Goldstein up to our commu-
nity to talk about it. As a result of his
presentation, our community estab-
lished a drug court which has been led
most ably for many years by Judge
Mike McMaken, a State judge there in
Mobile County. I believe it works.

I also think we have not fully studied
drug courts to understand how they
work and how they can be made to
work better, what are the most effec-
tive parts of the drug court process,
and what should we emphasize and
what should we deemphasize. I had
hearings on this very subject when I
chaired the courts subcommittee of the
Judiciary Committee early last year.

This bill does require that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office conduct a very
rigorous, scientific study of the drug
courts to find out what works and what
doesn’t and to see if we can’t do a bet-
ter job of intervening in lives going
bad.

The way it works is simply this: An
individual is arrested for a minor
crime. Usually, it is the first offense. It
could be drugs, or it could be another
crime. Hopefully, when they are ar-
rested, they are tested for drugs in that
system because that is an important
thing, in my view. You need to know
what is driving that criminal behavior.
Every defendant in America arrested
for any offense should be immediately
drug tested, in my view. A lot of them
have a history of drug problems. Imme-
diate testing would let us know that
this individual, arrested for whatever
crime, if it is their first offense, has a
drug problem.

The way the drug court works is that
the judge says they will not send them
to jail, and in some cases even allow
them to have their conviction set aside
only if, over a period of months, they
conduct themselves under the most rig-
orous scrutiny in a way that elimi-
nates drug use or criminal activity.

The defendant would voluntarily sign
up for the drug court procedure. They
are drug tested on a weekly basis—
maybe three times a week at first.
They report regularly to the probation
officer. And on a weekly basis they re-
port personally to the judge. If they
come in drug positive, he may put
them in jail for the weekend. If he be-
lieves it is hopeless and that they are
not going to succeed in the program, he
will send them to jail and kick them
out of the drug court program. But we
believe there is some success being
found with this program.

It is spreading all over America.
More and more cities are doing it.
When you have a tough judge, a good
probation officer, and intense drug
testing with the availability of drug
treatment, it is quite often possible
that lives can be turned around as a re-
sult of this intervention. It is a tough
love type of program which does have
the possibility of being successful.

I am glad we are expanding that. I
support that. I have been at the very
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beginning of this kind of program. But
I don’t think we know enough about it
yvet and what the key parts of it are, or
what the program should contain or
maybe what should not be a part of any
drug court program. So the study
should help us in that regard.

We have a lot of challenges in Amer-
ica in our Federal court system. Fed-
eral judges are needed in certain dis-
tricts. Our population has grown. Cer-
tain types of criminal activities have
grown. We, obviously, at various points
in time, have districts with surging
caseloads that need relief in terms of
the number of Federal judges we have.

I am not one who believes we ought
to just exponentially expand the Fed-
eral court system. I propose that we
take one-half of what the Administra-
tive Office of Courts requested—50-
some-odd Federal judges—and that we
approve 24 Federal judges based on a
strict caseload basis in the districts
where judgeships are most needed, and
where those cases are based on a weigh-
ing of caseload factors—not just on
cases but weighted for how big and how
difficult the cases are.

We know, for example, that southern
California has not had any relief for
some time. It has been seeing a surge
in caseload based on such things as im-
migration as well as other crimes that
go into Federal court. They are larger
numbers when you are on a border like
that. This will provide 20 new judges—
a number of them temporary. But the
net result will be assistance to some
critical districts in America, such as
the western district of Texas, or the
southern district of California. I think
we are moving in the right direction
there.

I am also pleased that a bill that
Senator DIANNE FEINSTEIN and I of-
fered—the James Guelff and Chris
McCurley Body Armor Act—was made
a part of this legislation. This bill
dealt with the situation in which vio-
lent criminals today are oftentimes
better armed and better protected than
the police. It is estimated that 25 per-
cent of police do not have body armor
available to them. But criminals can
go out and buy body armor. It is a
crime, for example, for a criminal to
have weapons. A felon who possesses a
gun is in violation of Federal and most
State legal systems. But, it is not
today a crime for a felon to be wearing
body armor, or to wear body armor
during the course of a crime.

James Guelff was murdered as a re-
sult of a confrontation with an indi-
vidual wearing body armor. Chris
McCurley, a deputy sheriff in Alabama,
was out to arrest a criminal. He en-
tered the residence of that defendant
and was killed in a shootout. It was
discovered that the defendant—the
criminal—premeditatedly and
calculatedly waited for him while
wearing body armor, prepared himself
for a shootout, and killed him on that
scene.

This bill is named for James Guelff
and Chris McCurley. It would add in-
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tense punishment to criminals who use
body armor in the course of their
criminal activity.

It has the support of the Fraternal
Order of Police, the National Associa-
tion of Police Organizations, the Fed-
eral Law Enforcement Officers Associa-
tion, and many other national police
groups.

I think, all in all, there are good
things in this legislation. I wish we
could have done more. I support it, and
look forward to voting favorably on it.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky is
recognized.

CONFIRMING CIRCUIT COURT
JUDGES

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, we
have heard lately a lot of self-con-
gratulation by our Democratic friends
on the Judiciary Committee about con-
firming judges. However, my friends’
self-congratulation is arrived at not by
comparing apples and apples but by
cherry-picking the period of time that
will be most advantageous to them.

It is beyond a doubt, with respect to
circuit court nominees in particular,
that President Bush is being treated
far worse—dramatically worse—than
any President in recent history in his
first term. In both absolute and rel-
ative terms, no President of the United
States has been treated as badly as
President Bush in their first Congress.

Let us take a look at the last four
Presidents and their record with regard
to circuit court nominations during
the first 2 years of their Presidency.

During the Reagan years, 1981-1982—
President Reagan submitted 20 nomi-
nations for the circuit court, and 19 of
them were confirmed—95 percent.
President Reagan, of course, had a Re-
publican Senate during those 2 years.

President George Bush in his first 2
years, when his party did not control
the Senate, in a session comparable to
the one we are in now, submitted 23
circuit court nominations, and 22 of
them were confirmed—96-percent con-
firmation during the first President
Bush’s term when his party did not
control the Senate, and exactly the sit-
uation we find ourselves in today.

With regard to President Clinton in
his first 2 years, a period during which
his party did control the Senate, he
submitted 22 circuit court nomina-
tions, and 19 were confirmed. That is
an 86-percent confirmation rate.

It is noteworthy, even when his own
party controlled the Senate, President
Clinton’s percentage of confirmations
was slightly less than President George
H. W. Bush when his party did not con-
trol the Senate during the first 2 years,
but still a hefty percentage, 86 percent.

Then we look at the first 2 years of
the presidency of George W. Bush,
which is now coming to a conclusion.
We are near the end now where the sta-
tistics actually mean something.

President George W. Bush has sub-
mitted 32 circuit court nominations to
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the Senate, and only 14 have been con-
firmed, which is 44 percent. Forty-four
percent. This is the worst record in
anybody’s memory of confirming cir-
cuit court nominations of a President
in his first 2 years.

When you look at comparable situa-
tions, as I have just indicated, the first
President Bush, confronted with a
Democratic Senate—just like the cur-
rent President Bush—got 96 percent of
his circuit court judges confirmed. This
President Bush, with a Democratic
Senate, has only gotten 44 percent of
his circuit court judges confirmed—
dramatically worse.

Now, let me say, our friends on the
other side are trumpeting how well
they are doing on judicial nominations
and do not want us to look behind the
curtain of their statistics that have
been put out.

In relative terms, President Bush has
only half as many of his circuit court
nominations confirmed as President
Clinton did—44 percent as opposed to 86
percent. In absolute terms, President
Bush has five fewer circuit court nomi-
nees confirmed than President Clinton
did.

It is impossible at this stage for the
Senate to catch up, to treat President
Bush as fairly as it treated his prede-
cessors, including President Clinton.
So there is no chance this statistic can
be dramatically improved this late in
the game. But there is still time to im-
prove upon this sorry record and at
least have the Senate look as though it
tried to treat President Bush with
some elementary basic fairness.

For example, John Rogers, who hap-
pens to be from my State of Kentucky,
a nominee to the U.S. Sixth Circuit
Court of Appeals, which until August
was b0 percent vacant—it has been 50
percent vacant not because there were
not nominations made by the Presi-
dent, but because we have not approved
them. We finally approved one from
Tennessee right before the August re-
cess—John Rogers has been lan-
guishing in the Senate for 285 days.

This was not even one of those con-
troversial nominations. He cleared the
Judiciary Committee unanimously,
and he has been stuck on the executive
calendar for 3 months. The sixth cir-
cuit, which is supposed to have 16
judges, currently has 9. But one of
those nine was only confirmed last
July, right at the end before the Au-
gust recess. So it is still almost 50 per-
cent vacant, not because the President
has not sent up nominations, but be-
cause we simply will not act on them.
It is hard to understand what the prob-
lem is.

The ABA unanimously rated Pro-
fessor Rogers—the person I was just
mentioning—as ‘‘qualified,” and his
services are in dire need. The sixth cir-
cuit is in the worst shape of any circuit
and is almost half vacant, as I just
said.

Shifting to the fourth circuit, Dennis
Shedd, a nominee in the fourth circuit,
has been before the Senate for over 500
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days; in fact, to be specific, 511 days.
The ABA rated him ‘‘well-qualified.”
That is the highest rating one can get,
and it is about as common as teeth on
a chicken—not very common.

Our friends on the other side used to
call the ABA the ‘“‘Gold Standard’—the
“Gold Standard.” Judge Shedd was in
President Bush’s first batch of nomi-
nees. Until this Congress, it was Senate
precedent for all nominees in a Presi-
dent’s first submission to be confirmed,
the first batch. Until this year, they
were all confirmed, and to be con-
firmed within a year of those submis-
sions.

Unfortunately, Judge Shedd, like
many of his colleagues, not only will
not meet the 1-year rule, he is in jeop-
ardy of not getting confirmed at all.

Michael McConnell—no relation, but
an outstanding nominee by the Presi-
dent to the tenth circuit—has also been
pending for over 500 days; in fact, the
511 days that Judge Shedd has been
pending. The ABA has rated Professor
McConnell—now listen to this—unani-
mously ‘‘well-qualified”’—unanimously
“well-qualified.”

Like Judge Shedd, Professor McCon-
nell was in the President’s very first
submission, yet, he, too, is in danger of
not getting confirmed at all.

Miguel Estrada, a nominee to the
D.C. Circuit, is yet another nominee
who has been pending for 511 days. Like
Professor McConnell, Mr. Estrada re-
ceived one of those extremely rare,
unanimously ‘‘well-qualified” ratings
from the ABA. This is really hard to
get. That means nobody on the ABA
committee found the nominee any-
thing other than ‘‘well-qualified,”” the
highest rating the ABA can give a
nominee.

Like Judge Shedd and Professor
McConnell, Mr. Estrada is one of those
superlative nominees whom the Presi-
dent sent up in May of 2001. Now he
will not beat the l-year rule, and he
may not get confirmed at all.

Even if all four of these nominees I
just referred to were confirmed, the
Senate would still not be treating
President Bush as well as his prede-
cessors, either in absolute or in rel-
ative terms.

As shown on the chart, even if all
four of these nominees were confirmed,
President Bush would only have 18 cir-
cuit court nominees confirmed. Presi-
dent Clinton got 19 confirmed. That
would still only be 56 percent versus 83
percent.

Further, President Clinton got his
nominees to the Senate much later in
the first Congress than President Bush
did, and President Clinton sent up a lot
fewer. He nominated fewer people. He
sent up fewer circuit court nominees
than President Bush did. There were 22
Clinton circuit court nominees sent up
versus 32 Bush nominees. So there were
a larger number of nominations made
by President Bush. That means the
Senate has had more time, since Presi-
dent Bush sent them up sooner. The
Senate has had more time, has had
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more options, but has done less. More
time, more options, and done less—far
less, far less—for President Bush than
the Senate did for President Clinton.

You would think we would be trying
to redouble our efforts to solve this sad
situation, but it seems we are deter-
mined to squander what few opportuni-
ties we have left.

We had a markup originally sched-
uled for this morning in the Judiciary
Committee, in which we could have
gotten Judge Shedd, Professor McCon-
nell, and Mr. Estrada to the floor of the
Senate, but, inexplicably, the com-
mittee session was cancelled. We will
not have a hearing until next week, if
then. If the markup is delayed any
more, we will delay it right out of this
Congress.

A lot of us are very upset about this
situation. I know there has been some
discussion of legislative remedies. I
know the conference report to the DOJ
reauthorization, for example, is pop-
ular among some of my Republican col-
leagues. But it only takes one Sen-
ator—one person—to file a point of
order to it, and that point would prob-
ably succeed.

If we see a good-faith effort by our
Democratic colleagues, I am hopeful
we can avert a legislative crisis on the
DOJ authorization conference report.
But it depends on having some level of
cooperation.

Even if we were to confirm these four
fine nominees, President Bush still
would have been treated dramatically
worse—dramatically worse—than any
of the Presidents in recent time.

I think it is good not to be distracted
by this sort of Enron-style accounting,
where folks cobble together a few
months from here and there to manipu-
late statistics with regard to what our
sorry record is with regard to judicial
confirmations. Facts are stubborn
things. The bottom line is, President
Bush is being treated far worse than
his predecessors on circuit court nomi-
nees.

So let’s just look at it one more
time.

President Reagan, who had benefited
from having a Senate of his own party:
95 percent of his circuit court nominees
confirmed in the first 2 years of his
term.

The first President Bush, not bene-
fiting from Senate control by his own
party—a situation directly analogous
to the one we have today—got 96 per-
cent of his circuit court nominees con-
firmed in the first 2 years.

President Clinton, benefiting from
having a Senate controlled by his
party, had 86 percent of his circuit
court nominees confirmed in the first 2
years. The second President Bush, in a
situation analogous to his father, who
got 96 percent during the first 2 years,
has to date only 44 percent. And even if
we process the four nominees that
could be handled—Professor Rogers
who has been on the calendar for 3
months, and Professor McConnell,
Judge Shedd, and Miguel Estrada—he
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would still have a pretty sorry record.
But we could improve somewhat this
dismal performance on the current
President’s nominations for circuit
court.

I hope we will have some action at
the end of the session on at least one of
the four nominees who could be acted
upon by the full Senate. It is not too
late to at least partially fix and im-
prove a very sad situation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
STABENOW). The Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I want to give the rest of what time we
have left to the Senator from Oregon,
Mr. WYDEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
IRAQ

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I rise to address our policy in Iraq. The
situation remains fluid. Administra-
tion officials are engaged in negotia-
tions at the United Nations over what
approach we ought to take with our al-
lies to disarm the brutal and dictato-
rial Iraqi regime.

The debate we will have in the Sen-
ate today and in the days to follow is
critical because the administration
seeks our authorization now for mili-
tary action, including possibly unprec-
edented, preemptive, go-it-alone mili-
tary action in Iraq, even as it seeks to
garner support from our allies on a new
U.N. disarmament resolution.

Let me be clear: Saddam Hussein is a
brutal, ruthless dictator who has re-
pressed his own people, attacked his
neighbors, and he remains an inter-
national outlaw. The world would be a
much better place if he were gone and
the regime in Iraq were changed. That
is why the United States should unite
the world against Saddam and not
allow him to unite forces against us.

A go-it-alone approach, allowing a
ground invasion of Iraq without the
support of other countries, could give
Saddam exactly that chance. A pre-
emptive, go-it-alone strategy toward
Iraq is wrong. I oppose it. I support rid-
ding Iraq of weapons of mass destruc-
tion through unfettered U.N. inspec-
tions which would begin as soon as pos-
sible. Only a broad coalition of nations,
united to disarm Saddam, while pre-
serving our war on terror, is likely to
succeed.

Our primary focus now must be on
Iraq’s verifiable disarmament of weap-
ons of mass destruction. This will help
maintain international support and
could even eventually result in
Saddam’s loss of power. Of course, I
would welcome this, along with most of
our allies.

The President has helped to direct in-
tense new multilateral pressure on
Saddam Hussein to allow U.N. and
International Atomic Energy Agency
weapons inspectors back in Iraq to con-
duct their assessment of Iraq’s chem-
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ical, biological, and nuclear programs.
He clearly has felt that heat. It sug-
gests what can be accomplished
through collective action.

I am not naive about this process.
Much work lies ahead. But we cannot
dismiss out of hand Saddam’s late and
reluctant commitment to comply with
U.N. disarmament arrangements or the
agreement struck Tuesday to begin to
implement them. We should use the
gathering international resolve to col-
lectively confront this regime by build-
ing on these efforts.

This debate must include all Ameri-
cans because our decisions finally must
have the informed consent of the
American people who will be asked to
bear the cost, in blood and treasure, of
our decisions.

When the lives of sons and daughters
of average Americans could be risked
and lost, their voices must be heard in
the Congress before we make decisions
about military action. Right now, de-
spite a desire to support our President,
I believe many Americans still have
profound questions about the wisdom
of relying too heavily on a preemptive
go-it-alone military approach. Acting
now on our own might be a sign of our
power. Acting sensibly and in a meas-
ured way, in concert with our allies,
with bipartisan congressional support,
would be a sign of our strength.

It would also be a sign of the wisdom
of our Founders who lodged in the
President the power to command U.S.
Armed Forces, and in Congress the
power to make war, ensuring a balance
of powers between coequal branches of
Government. Our Constitution lodges
the power to weigh the causes of war
and the ability to declare war in Con-
gress precisely to ensure that the
American people and those who rep-
resent them will be consulted before
military action is taken.

The Senate has a grave duty to insist
on a full debate that examines for all
Americans the full range of options be-
fore us and weighs those options, to-
gether with their risks and costs. Such
a debate should be energized by the
real spirit of September 11, a debate
which places a priority not on una-
nimity but on the unity of a people de-
termined to forcefully confront and de-
feat terrorism and to defend our val-
ues.

I have supported internationally
sanctioned coalition military action in
Bosnia, in Kosovo, in Serbia, and in Af-
ghanistan. Even so, in recent weeks, I
and others—including major Repub-
lican policymakers, such as former
Bush National Security Adviser Brent
Scowcroft; former Bush Secretary of
State James Baker; my colleague on
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Senator CHUCK HAGEL; Bush
Mid-East envoy General Anthony
Zinni; and other leading U.S. military
leaders—have raised serious questions
about the approach the administration
is taking on Iraq.

There have been questions raised
about the nature and urgency of Iraq’s
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threat and our response to that threat:
What is the best course of action that
the United States could take to address
this threat? What are the economic,
political, and national security con-
sequences of a possible U.S. or allied
invasion of Iraq? There have been ques-
tions raised about the consequences of
our actions abroad, including its effect
on the continuing war on terrorism,
our ongoing efforts to stabilize and re-
build Afghanistan, and efforts to calm
the intensifying Middle East crisis, es-
pecially the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict.

There have been questions raised
about the consequences of our actions
here at home. Of gravest concern, obvi-
ously, are the questions raised about
the possible loss of life that could re-
sult from our actions. The TUnited
States could post tens of thousands of
troops in Iraq and, in so doing, risk
countless lives of soldiers and innocent
Iraqis.

There are other questions about the
impact of an attack in relation to our
economy. The United States could face
soaring oil prices and could spend bil-
lions both on a war and a years-long ef-
fort to stabilize Iraq after an invasion.

The resolution that will be before the
Senate explicitly authorizes a go-it-
alone approach. I believe an inter-
national approach is essential. In my
view, our policy should have four key
elements.

First and foremost, the United States
must work with our allies to deal with
Iraq. We should not go it alone, or vir-
tually alone, with a preemptive ground
invasion. Most critically, acting alone
could jeopardize our top national pri-
ority, the continuing war on terror. I
believe it would be a mistake to vote
for a resolution that authorizes a pre-
emptive ground invasion. The intense
cooperation of other nations in rela-
tion to matters that deal with intel-
ligence sharing, security, political and
economic cooperation, law enforce-
ment, and financial surveillance, and
other areas is crucial to this fight, and
this is what is critical for our country
to be able to wage its war effectively
with our allies. Over the past year, this
cooperation has been the most success-
ful weapon against terrorist networks.
That—not attacking Irag—should be
the main focus of our efforts in the war
on terror.

As I think about what a go-it-alone
strategy would mean in terms of the
consequences in South Asia and the
Near East and the need for our country
to have access on the ground, and co-
operation of the community, and get
intelligence in the war against al-
Qaida and in this war against ter-
rorism, I believe a go-it-alone approach
could undercut that effort. That is why
I believe our effort should be inter-

national.
We have succeeded in destroying
some al-Qaida forces, but many

operatives have scattered. Their will to
kill Americans is still strong. The
United States has relied heavily on al-
liances with nearly 100 countries in a
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coalition against terror for critical in-
telligence to protect Americans from
possible future attacks. Acting with
the support of allies, including, hope-
fully, Arab and Muslim allies, would
limit possible damage to that coalition
and our antiterrorism effort. But as
General Wes Clark, former Supreme
Commander of Allied Forces in Europe,
has recently noted, a premature, go-it-
alone invasion of Iraq ‘‘would super-
charge recruiting for al-Qaida.”

Second, our efforts should have a
goal of disarming Saddam Hussein of
all his weapons of mass destruction.
Iraq agreed to destroy its weapons of
mass destruction at the end of the Per-
sian Gulf War and to verification by
the U.N. and the International Atomic
Energy Agency that this had been
done. According to the U.N. and the
IAEA, and undisputed by the adminis-
tration, inspections during the 1990s
neutralized a substantial portion of
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction,
and getting inspectors back to finish
the job is critical. We know he did not
cooperate with all of the inspection re-
gime.

We know what needs to be done. But
the fact is we had that regime, and it is
important now to call on the Security
Council of the U.N. to insist that those
inspectors be on the ground. The goal
is disarmament, unfettered access. It is
an international effort, and with that
Saddam Hussein must comply. Other-
wise, there will be consequences, in-
cluding appropriate use of force. The
prompt resumption of inspections and
disarmament, under an expedited time-
table and with unfettered access in
Iraq, is imperative.

Third, weapons inspections should be
enforceable. If efforts by the TU.N.
weapons inspectors are tried and fail, a
range of potential U.N. sanctions
means, including proportionate mili-
tary force, should be considered. I have
no doubt that this Congress would act
swiftly to authorize force in such cir-
cumstances. This does not mean giving
the United Nations a veto over U.S. ac-
tions. Nobody wants to do that. It sim-
ply means, as Chairman LEVIN has ob-
served, that Saddam Hussein is a world
problem and should be addressed in the
world arena.

Finally, our approach toward Iraq
must be consistent with international
law and the framework of collective se-
curity developed over the last 50 years
or more. It should be sanctioned by the
Security Council under the U.N. char-
ter, to which we are a party and by
which we are legally bound. Only a
broad coalition of nations, united to
disarm Saddam Hussein, while pre-
serving our war on terror, can succeed.

Our response will be far more effec-
tive if Saddam Hussein sees the whole
world arrayed against him. We should
act forcefully, resolutely, sensibly,
with our allies—and not alone—to dis-
arm Saddam Hussein. Authorizing the
preemptive go-alone use of force right
now, which is what the resolution be-
fore us calls for, in the midst of con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tinuing efforts to enlist the world com-
munity to back a tough, new disar-
mament resolution on Iraq, could be a
very costly mistake for our country.

Madam President, quite often at the
end of debates on amendments, we
thank our staffs for the work they have
done and appreciate their hard work.
At the end of my statement today on
the floor of the Senate as to why I am
opposed to the resolution before us
that we will be debating today and in
the days to come, which is too open-
ended and would provide the President
with authority for preemptive military
action, including a ground invasion in
Iraq, I would like to thank my staff. I
would like to thank my staff for never
trying one time to influence me to
make any other decision than what I
honestly and truthfully believe is right
for the State I represent, Minnesota,
for my country, and for the world in
which my children and my grand-
children live. To all of my staff, I
thank you for believing in me.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

—

ECONOMIC RECOVERY

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, thou-
sands of working families in Oregon
feel as if they have been hit by an eco-
nomic wrecking ball. From Ontario to
Portland, OR workers have been laid
off their jobs, left to fend for them-
selves, while their medical and energy
bills skyrocket, and they have been left
out of what Larry Lindsey and the ad-
ministration’s economic team keep
calling an economic recovery.

Oregonians are hungry for leadership
on the economic issue. We are trying to
do our part at home down the road at
the election. All of Oregon’s elected of-
ficials are going to be working with the
private sector on a new economic game
plan. I think starting in January, with
the ISTEA legislation, we will have an
opportunity to make some important
investments. But Oregonians expect
economic leadership from Washington,
DC, now. That is what they want
today.

I am anxious to work with the ad-
ministration on these issues, but there
has just not been the leadership forth-
coming. For example, on the trade
issue, I cast a vote—unpopular with
many with whom I am close—to give
the President the authority to nego-
tiate trade agreements. Trade involves
one out of seven jobs in Oregon. The
trade jobs pay better than the nontrade
jobs. So I want to meet the administra-
tion halfway.

Unfortunately, the administration
and its economic team is not willing to
move forward and, in fact, is moving
backward on a host of issues. I want to
outline several of those this morning,
Madam President.

It is very obvious we need a trans-
fusion—immediate transfusion—that
can restore our economic health. There
is nothing that could bring our econ-
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omy back faster than getting increased
transportation funds for the States.
One State after another has shown that
money for transportation projects, par-
ticularly repaving and other mainte-
nance items, gets money into our econ-
omy and creates family wage employ-
ment for our workers faster than any
other area.

A number of Senators, Democrats
and Republicans, understand this. Un-
fortunately, the administration’s eco-
nomic team does not agree. They con-
tinue to propose significantly less
money than is needed for our economic
and transportation needs and push for
it.

While the transportation officials of
my State calculate that the adminis-
tration’s approach will mean tens of
millions of dollars less funding for Or-
egon’s struggling economy and hun-
dreds of fewer family wage construc-
tion jobs that could put our citizens
back to work, the administration per-
sists in taking an approach that I
think is a huge mistake for our coun-
try, particularly our economic needs.

On the health issue, something the
Chair knows much about, we can find
common ground, for example, on a
measure that could significantly lower
health costs, a bipartisan approach in-
volving making wider use of generic
drugs, the same drug as essentially the
brand name in the majority of in-
stances.

Senators of both political parties
want to support this issue. There is
support on the Democratic side and the
Republican side. The administration
will not support something that could
have immediate benefit—immediate
benefit—for the economic crunch that
our citizens face and would have bipar-
tisan support in the Senate.

Finally, it seems on issues such as
unemployment compensation, we have
Senators, again, who would like to
move forward to provide what I call
this transfusion of assistance to the
people who are so hard hit. Thousands
of laid-off workers are exhausting their
temporary extension of benefits every
week. The program expires on Decem-
ber 31 of this year. Anyone laid off be-
fore June 30 of this year is going to
lose all their benefits come December
31, and anyone who lost a job after
June 30 will not have any Federal ex-
tension in place when their State bene-
fits expire.

For my home State with soaring un-
employment, this means that nearly
30,000 laid-off workers currently get-
ting a temporary extension of unem-
ployment compensation would see the
end of their benefits at the end of the
year, according to the Department of
Labor.

Again, it seems to me this is an issue
where Democrats and Republicans
could, as has happened so often, come
together and provide some solace, some
actual relief to these families who are
hurting in our country. I will be talk-
ing more about this issue in the days
ahead while working on a significant
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health reform proposal that I have
been discussing with colleagues.

I come back in closing to the central
reason I have come to the Chamber,
and that is that in my State and in
much of the country, our families are
hurting and our economy is hem-
orrhaging. I have listed three issues
where, if there was some leadership
from the administration—transpor-
tation, lowering medical costs imme-
diately, particularly on the prescrip-
tion side, which has the support of Sen-
ators of both parties, the expanded ac-
cess to generic drugs, and finally un-
employment compensation—three
steps where, with a little bit of leader-
ship from the administration on these
vital economic issues, we could take
steps now that would help working
families.

Let’s not go the wrong way. Let’s
find an opportunity for Democrats and
Republicans to work on key issues and
go the right way, which means pro-
viding economic relief to our working
families.

I know the Senator from Georgia has
been waiting very patiently. I yield the
floor, Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

——
IRAQ RESOLUTION

Mr. MILLER. Madam President, I
have signed on as an original cosponsor
of the Iraq resolution that our Presi-
dent has proposed, and I would like to
tell you a story that I believe explains
why I think that is the right path to
take.

A few weeks ago, we were doing some
work on my back porch back home,
tearing out a section of old stacked
rocks, when all of a sudden I uncovered
a nest of copperhead snakes. I am not
one to get alarmed at snakes. I know
they perform some valuable functions,
like eating rats.

When I was a young lad, I kept
snakes as pets. I had an indigo snake. I
had a bull snake. I had a beautiful col-
ored corn snake, and many others. I
must have had a dozen Kking snakes at
one time or another. They make great
pets, and you only have to give them a
little mouse every 30 days.

I read all the books by Raymond C.
Ditmars, who was before most herpe-
tologists of the day—that is a person
who is an expert on snakes—and for a
while I wanted to be a herpetologist,
but the pull of being a big league short-
stop out ran that childhood dream.

I reminisce this way to explain that
snakes do not scare me like they do
most people, and I guess the reason is
that I know the difference between
those snakes that are harmless and
those that can kill you. In fact, I bet I
may be the only Senator in this body
who can look at the last 3 inches of a
snake’s tail and tell you whether it is
poisonous. I can also tell the sex of a
snake, but that is another story.

A copperhead snake will kill you. It
could kill one of my dogs. It could kill
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one of my grandchildren. It could kill
any one of my four great-grand-
children. They play all the time where
I found those killers.

You know, when I discovered those
copperheads, I did not call my wife
Shirley for advice, as I usually do on
most things. I did not go before the
city council. I did not yell for help
from my neighbors. I just took a hoe
and knocked them in the head and
killed them, dead as a doorknob.

I guess you could call it unilateral
action, a preemptive strike. Perhaps if
you had been watching me, you could
have even said it was bellicose and re-
active. I took their poisonous heads off
because they were a threat to me, they
were a threat to my home, they were a
threat to my family, and all I hold
dear. And isn’t that what this is all
about?

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

RECEPTION FOR LANCE
ARMSTRONG

Mr. REID. Madam President, Lance
Armstrong is a man who has caught
the attention of the entire American
public and the world because of his ath-
letic prowess, but more importantly
than that because of his fighting back
from devastating cancer. He is, of
course, the greatest cyclist in the
world today, and maybe of all time.
This all occurred after he had a very
severe bout of cancer. He is going to be
in the Capitol building today.

A reception is going to be held for
him in the Dirksen Building starting at
11:30. He is going to make some re-
marks around 12:00. Senators inter-
ested in meeting one of the greatest
athletes of all time, or any staff within
the sound of my voice, are welcome to
come to 192 Dirksen to see the great
Lance Armstrong.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION BENEFITS

Mr. REID. Madam President, there is
pending legislation we certainly would
like to move. We have tried very hard
to get some help in this regard. This
legislation gives the same number of
weeks of benefits for unemployment
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compensation as was given under
President Bush, Sr., in the early 1990s.
Only Oregon and Washington, the
States with the highest unemployment
in the Nation, will get a little bit more,
and that is because of an extension of
Congress passed in March. The March
bill provided up to 65 weeks of benefits
for those two States. Our bill only pro-
vides up to 7 more.

This is extremely important. We
have people out of work. That might
not sound like much to somebody who
has a job, but to someone who does not
have a job, it is everything. We have 2
million more Americans unemployed
than we had 18 months ago. We have
economic problems that have been
kind of covered up. We have a situation
where there is $4.5 trillion lost in the
stock market. If someone was going to
retire with their 401(k) or their IRA,
they would have to work up to 5 years
more, having lost 30 to 35 percent of
the value of their retirement.

I have people I welcome to Wash-
ington every Thursday. They came to
me today saying they do not know
what they will do because they lost so
much of the value of what they will re-
tire on. They do not know what they
will do.

We need to extend unemployment
compensation. We did it before under
President Bush senior. There was an
emergency then. We did it on more
than one occasion. We only want to do
it now on one occasion.

As I indicated, the bill will provide
an additional 20 weeks of extended ben-
efits for high unemployment States
and an additional 13 weeks to all other
States for workers who run out or
about to run out of benefits.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 3009

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 619, S. 3009, a bill
to provide for a 13-week extension of
unemployment compensation; that the
bill be read three times, passed, the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, and there be no intervening ac-
tion or debate.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, and I will
object for the leadership, as a ranking
Republican on the committee that has
jurisdiction over unemployment com-
pensation for our side, there is not
unanimous view that something should
be done in this area. The most impor-
tant thing is, for now, we object.

We would think in terms of looking
at the economy and not only ways to
support people who are in need at a
time when the economy might be in
problems down the road, but also to
consider as part of a package things
that would help the economy grow and
create jobs.

It is essential we think in terms of
expanding the economy when we put
together packages that are needed for
economic relief and not just to help
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those who are unemployed. We look
forward to working with the other side
of the aisle in seeing what could we
come up with in terms of a package
that will help people in need but also
help to grow the economy.

Since that is not part of this pack-
age, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

————

TRIBUTE TO U.S. SENATOR JESSE
HELMS

Mr. INOUYE. I wish to take a mo-
ment to express my appreciation and
admiration for my good friend from
North Carolina, Senator JESSE HELMS.

I have had the privilege of working
with Senator HELMS for the past 30
years. Although he and I do not share
the same ideologies, Senator HELMS
has always kept his word to me. In this
day and age, ‘‘trustworthiness” is a
trait that is becoming increasingly
rare, Dparticularly in the political
arena. Yet Senator HELMS has re-
mained true to himself and his up-
bringing. Senator HELMS is trust-
worthy.

Senator HELMS is a true statesman
and gentleman, courteous, courageous,
and compassionate. He is a man who
understands what it means to do one’s
duty to God, country, and family. He
emulates the idea upon which America
was founded, the idea that each indi-
vidual controls his or her destiny and
has a right to pursue and achieve their
dreams, and that great societies are
built by people who are inspired and
motivated to reach high and work
hard.

Senator HELMS has, on many occa-
sions, inspired and motivated me. He
has set an example for me and my col-
leagues. His life is a model of one who
honors and defends the Constitution,
works to make our country a better
place, and conducts himself with dig-
nity and respect for others.

I thank my dear friend for the many
courtesies he has extended to me
throughout the years. I will miss his
kindness and friendship. To Senator
HELMS and his wife, Dot, I wish them
many years of happiness and continued
good health in the bright years ahead.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my colleagues in hon-
oring JESSE HELMS, the senior Senator
from North Carolina, for his many
years of service to his State and to the
Nation.

While Senator HELMS has served in
the United States Senate for more than
a quarter-century, his earlier years
were equally active and productive.
Following his service in the U.S. Navy
during World War II, he became the
city editor of the Raleigh Times. He
served as Administrative Assistant to
two U.S. Senators before becoming Ex-
ecutive Director of the North Carolina
Bank Association in 1953. The Tarheel
Banker became the largest State bank-
ing publication in the State while
JESSE HELMS was its editor. He was Ex-
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ecutive Vice President, Vice Chairman
of the Board, and Assistant Chief Exec-
utive Officer of Capitol Broadcasting
Company in Raleigh, NC from 1960
until his election to the Senate in 1972.

During his service in the U.S. Senate,
Senator HELMS has served as a member
of the Senate Committee on Rules and
Administration, the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
which he chaired in the 1980s, and the
Foreign Relations Committee, of which
he was a former chairman and the cur-
rent ranking member. In 1973, he be-
came the first Republican, as well as
the first Senator from North Carolina,
to receive the Golden Gavel, an award
presented for presiding over the Senate
for more than 117 hours. Senator
HELMS was awarded a second Golden
Gavel for presiding for more than 120
hours in 1974.

It goes without saying that JESSE
HELMS has become a fixture and a leg-
end in this body. While Senator HELMS
and I have often differed over the years
in our approaches and our positions to
the many important issues that have
come before the Senate for consider-
ation, Senator HELMS has always been
a force to be reckoned with. His public
service has been marked by hard work
and diligence. I am pleased to have had
the opportunity to serve with Senator
HELMS over these many years and want
to join my colleagues in paying tribute
to him today.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, over the
course of the day, we have heard from
my colleagues many of Senator JESSE
HELMS’ remarkable accomplishments
over the course of his life. He is a hus-
band, a father, a Senator, a Navy vet-
eran, a defender of freedom, and a good
friend. But above all, JESSE HELMS is a
man of God.

I should also add that he is a man of
the people. Senator HELMS has seen
more Senators, staffers, and pages in
his tenure than most Members, and he
treated all of them like they were from
his own family. He is constantly noted
for his friendly demeanor to those
strangers who meet JESSE for the first
time, but go away from their meetings
feeling like a personal relationship has
just formed. Senator HELMS has always
been willing to take those precious
extra few minutes when meeting some-
one to make personal connections that
endure him to many.

Rarely do people keep their convic-
tions as strong as JESSE HELMS, espe-
cially facing the type of scrutiny that
politicians do in the spotlight.
Throughout his 30 years in the Senate,
Senator HELMS has fought hard for the
commonsense values that he brought
with him from the great State of North
Carolina. He has stood for the vision
that our Founding Fathers imagined
when they framed the Constitution. I
cannot help but think that North Caro-
lina and indeed our country is indebted
to Senator HELMS for his service to our
country. It has been a privilege to
stand with the Senator on so many of
the issues that are important to the
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United States. I am proud to call Sen-
ator HELMS a colleague and a friend,
and we all know how much his leader-
ship will be missed in this institution.

Thank you, JESSE, for your contin-
ued dedication not only to the Senate,
but also your country which is so near
and dear to your heart.

———

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR STROM
THURMOND

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, what can
I say about STROM THURMOND?

I remember, back in 1981, the Senate
Judiciary Committee had a new chair-
man—and a new ranking member, and
there were more than a few folks look-
ing forward to the fireworks.

There was a new conservative Repub-
lican administration and new Repub-
lican majority in the Senate. The Judi-
ciary Committee seemed destined to be
one of the main ideological battle-
grounds over issues that divided us
then and still divide us today.

There were more than a few Wash-
ington insiders who thought that
STROM THURMOND the seasoned veteran
conservative Republican chairman who
first made his mark on the national po-
litical scene as an advocate of State’s
rights—and JOE BIDEN a northeastern
Democrat still in his thirties whose in-
terest in politics was sparked, in large
measure, by the civil rights movement
would never find an inch of common
ground—not an inch.

But I knew that was not going to be
the case. I had served with STROM for
eight years by then . . .

I knew his personal strengths, and
admired them greatly, regardless of
our political differences, and I knew
those strengths would guide us to con-
sensus rather than gridlock.

I knew, with STROM, there would be
comity—not enmity.

And I knew debate would be civil and
constructive rather than divisive and
filled with meaningless partisan rhet-
oric.

STROM, as usual, didn’t let me down.
In his six years as chairman—and for
several years after that when we
switched roles—he exceeded my expec-
tations in every way.

There were many heated debates and
contentious hearings, but we weath-
ered them and we weathered the kinds
of controversies which I've seen poison
the well for other committees for years
afterward.

But that kind of cooperation would
not have happened if it weren’t for
STROM THURMOND’s strength of char-
acter.

It would not have happened if he
were not, first and foremost, a gen-
tleman—unfailingly courteous, re-
spectful, and always dignified.

STROM’s word is his bond, and each of
us, even the most partisan political op-
ponents knows that, in the heat of de-
bate, under extraordinary pressure,
when the stakes are exceedingly high,
STROM THURMOND will always, always
keep his word.
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There’s an old Greek proverb that
says: ‘“The old age of an eagle is better
than the youth of a sparrow.”

Well, STROM THURMOND is an eagle
among us.

He’s been my neighbor in the Russell
Building for many years now. Actually,
he has most of the offices around me so
I'd say he is more like the landlord.

He has more seniority in this cham-
ber than any United States Senator has
ever had, and more seniority than most
Americans will ever dream of having.
But longevity is not the measure of a
man like STROM THURMOND.

Longevity is a very small part of why
we come to this floor to pay tribute to
him today—a tribute he richly de-
serves—not only for a long life, but for
a grand life, an accomplished life.

I joke about it sometimes. About the
time, for example, someone came up to
him and challenged his strength and
his tenacity and—right there—STROM
took off his coat and started doing
push ups.

He has lived long and he has lived
well. He has served his country well.
And, more than any other public fig-
ure, he has been a constant force in
this nation for the better part of a cen-
tury. Never stopping. Never giving up.
Always fighting for his beliefs. Un-
equivocally. Unashamedly.

Whether it was his independent run
for President 54 years ago, or serving
the people of South Carolina as Super-
intendent for Education of Edgefield
County, as a City and County Attor-
ney, a state senator, a circuit court
judge, Governor, or United States Sen-
ator—he has been truly, sincerely, hon-
orably, one of America’s most engaged,
committed, and enduring public serv-
ants.

He was born back in 1902. It was not
until a year later, that the Wright
brothers flew the first powered flight.
He was 6 when Henry Ford introduced
the Model T.

He received his degree from Clemson
one year after the Yankees signed Babe
Ruth.

When STROM joined the army, Calvin
Coolidge was elected President.

The Golden Gate Bridge was com-
pleted the year STROM was elected to
the state senate.

Judging from that time-line, you
might conclude that American legends
tend to lead somewhat parallel lives.

There is no doubt that STROM THUR-
MOND is an American legend.

He served only one term as a State
senator, but in that one term most peo-
ple don’t realize he became an edu-
cation Senator, raising teachers’ pay
and extending the school year.

Not to mention the fact that he spon-
sored South Carolina’s first Rural Elec-
trification Act.

Legend has it that when the U.S. de-
clared war against Germany—STROM
was a circuit court judge at the time—
he literally took off his robes and vol-
unteered for active duty that day.

He went on to earn five battle stars,
eighteen decorations, medals, and
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awards—the Legion of Merit with Oak
Leaf Cluster, a Purple Heart, a Bronze
Star, the Belgian Order of the Crown
and the French Croix de Guerre.

Then, in 1947, he was elected Gov-
ernor of South Carolina. He added
60,000 new private sector jobs. Paved
4100 miles of farm-to-market roads,
raised teachers’ pay again, started a
trade and technical education system
and lowered property taxes. Not a bad
record. But STROM was not done.

He was elected to this Chamber in
1954. T have been here for 30 years. I
consider that to be quite a long time
but STROM arrived 18 years earlier. But
STROM came the hard way. He was a
write-in candidate.

I believe he has the distinction of
being the first person to be elected to a
national office that way.

It wasn’t long before he became an
expert on the military and an advocate
for a strong national defense. He’s been
on the Armed Services Committee
since the Eisenhower Administration—
1959.

He was a Democrat back then. We
could use you again now, Senator.

But seriously, STROM held to his con-
victions about a strong military and,
in 1964, said the Republican Party more
closely represented his views, so he
switched and, when he did, changed the
future of South Carolina politics.

STROM and I may disagree on most
issues, but, the fact is, it was STROM
THURMOND who, one way or another,
helped shape the debate on many of
those issues for the better part of the
last century.

A long life is the gift of a benevolent
God, but a long life with a powerful and
lasting impact is the treasure of a
grateful Nation.

He has had that kind of impact, and
we are grateful.

His achievements, his list of awards,
the many schools and buildings
named—for him too many to enu-
merate here—are only a small tribute
to a man who has done in a hundred
years more than most of us could ac-
complish in a thousand. And, the truth
is, most of us wouldn’t have the energy
to even try.

The real beneficiaries of STROM
THURMOND’s legacy are the citizens of
South Carolina.

Not since the days of John C. Cal-
houn has South Carolina enjoyed such
memorable representation as it does
today with Senator THURMOND and
Senator HOLLINGS.

From his own reflections and experi-
ences, Calhoun wrote the famous Dis-
quisition on Government. Some polit-
ical scientists have said that essay is a
key to modern American politics, a
handbook for defending against the
tyranny of the majority, and for build-
ing pragmatic coalitions.

In that work, Calhoun wanted to
maintain the Constitutional rights of
States, and the delicate relationship
between federal and state powers.

STROM THURMOND wears the mantle
of that heritage.
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Some years back, Senator THURMOND
was quoted as saying, ‘‘The Constitu-
tion means today exactly what it
meant in 1787 or it means nothing at
all.”

Armed with that conviction all of his
life, he’s been an able advocate of
State’s rights—the balance of power
between branches of Government—indi-
vidual rights against Government pre-
rogatives and usurpations—private en-
terprise—decentralized Government—
and strict Constitutional interpreta-
tion.

He has not only been a successful pol-
itician who helped shape the last cen-
tury, but a political philosopher with
whom I do not always agree, but for
whom I have the deepest respect.

Let me tell you one of my most mem-
orable stories about STROM.

It was when we went down to the
White House to try to convince Presi-
dent Reagan to sign a crime bill.

President Reagan was in the begin-
ning of his second term. We sat in that
Cabinet room. We were on one side of
the table and William French Smith,
Ed Meese, and someone else, I can’t re-
call whom, were on the other side.

The President walked in and sat
down between STROM and me. We told
him why we thought he should sign the
bill, why it was important for him to
sign it.

At first, the President looked like he
was thinking about it, and then, to the
shock of everyone on the other side of
the table, he began to look like he was
being convinced—that he actually
might sign it.—This is absolutely a
true story.

Ed Meese stood up at that point. He
looked at us and then he looked at the
President and said. ‘“Mr. President, it’s
time to go.”

The President hesitated. He looked
over at STROM and nodded as if he
wanted to hear more. But Ed Meese
said again, ‘“‘Mr. President, it’s time to
g0.”

At that point, the President made a
motion to get up, and STROM reached
over and put his hand firmly on the
President’s arm. He grabbed it and
pulled him back down and said, ‘‘Mr.
President, the one thing you got to
know about Washington is that when
you get as old as I am, you want to get
things done, you have to compromise.”’

There was Ronald Reagan, not that
much younger than STROM, and there
was STROM, smiling, making the Presi-
dent laugh. And there was Ed Meese
not looking very happy as STROM
talked the President into his position.

That’s a remarkable ability, and it
works for STROM because people always
know where his heart is. They know
what his objective is.

People know that he believes what he
says and says what he believes and it’s
real and it is honest.

One more personal story that I will
never forget. It was during a conten-
tious hearing on a Supreme Court Jus-
tice and a difficult time in my career.
STROM and I disagreed on the nominee.
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And I was being blasted in the press
back in 1988.

I called a meeting of the entire com-
mittee and said that if the accusations
relevant to me were getting in the way
of the work of the committee, I would
resign as Chairman.

But before I could get the last word
out of my mouth, STROM stood up.
“That’s ridiculous,” he said. ‘““You stay
as chairman. We all have confidence in
you.”

I said,
plain?”’

And STROM said, ‘“‘There’s no need to
explain. I know you.”

I will never forget what he said that
day. ‘“There’s no need to explain. We
know you.”

I have told this story before, but to
this day, I can’t think of many other
people who would, having a significant
political advantage, not only not take
it, but stand by me. That’s the STROM
THURMOND I know and will always ad-
mire.

I have been honored to work with
him, privileged to serve with him, and
proud to call him my friend. As I said
earlier: A long life may well be the gift
of a benevolent God, but a long life
with an impact as powerful and lasting
as his is the treasure of a grateful Na-
tion.

STROM THURMOND is, without doubt,
an American treasure.

The truth of the matter is that his
longevity lies in his strength of char-
acter, his absolute honesty and integ-
rity, his sense of fairness, his civility
and dignity as a gentleman, and his
commitment to public service.

None of these things are skills you
learn. They are qualities that burn
deep within leaders like STROM THUR-
MOND. And people who know him well
can sense them.

The measure of STROM THURMOND is
not how long he has lived or how long
he has served, but the good he has
done, the record of success he has
achieved, and the standard of leader-
ship he has set.

The truth is that STROM’s ongoing
legacy is not about time, it is about ex-
traordinary leadership and dedicated
service to the people of South Carolina
and the nation.

And for that we say, ‘“Thank you,
STROM, and a hundred more.”

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

21ST CENTURY DEPARTMENT OF

JUSTICE APPROPRIATIONS AU-
THORIZATION ACT—CONFERENCE
REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of the conference
report accompanying H.R. 2215, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

“Don’t you want me to ex-
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The conference report to accompany H.R.
2215, to authorize appropriations for the De-
partment of Justice for fiscal year 2002, and
for other purposes.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate on the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2215, the
21st Century Department of Justice Appro-
priations Authorization Act:

Harry Reid, Jeff Bingaman, Jean
Carnahan, Hillary Clinton, Thomas
Carper, Richard Durbin, Paul Sarbanes,
Daniel Inouye, Bill Nelson of Florida,
Jack Reed, Patrick Leahy, Benjamin
Nelson of Nebraska, John Edwards,
Tim Johnson, Joseph Lieberman,
Byron Dorgan, Tom Daschle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call under the rule is waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the conference
report accompanying H.R. 2215, the 21st
Century Department of Justice Appro-
priations Authorization Act, shall be
brought to a close? The yeas and nays
are ordered under rule XXII, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES; I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCcH) would vote ‘“‘yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 93,
nays 5, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 229 Leg.]

YEAS—93
Akaka Dodd Lincoln
Allard Domenici McCain
Allen Dorgan McConnell
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Edwards Miller
Bennett Ensign Murkowski
Biden Enzi Murray
Bingaman Feingold Nelson (FL)
Bond Feinstein Nelson (NE)
Boxer Fitzgerald Nickles
Breaux Frist Reed
Brownback Graham Reid
Bunning Grassley Roberts
Burns Gregg Rockefeller
Byrd Hagel Sarbanes
Campbell Harkin Schumer
Cantwell Hollings Sessions
Carnahan Hutchinson Shelby
Carper Hutchison Smith (OR)
Chafee Inhofe Snowe
Cleland Inouye Specter
Clinton Jeffords Stabenow
Cochran Johnson Stevens
Collins Kennedy Thomas
Conrad Kerry Thompson
Corzine Kohl Thurmond
Craig Kyl Torricelli
Crapo Landrieu Voinovich
Daschle Leahy Warner
Dayton Levin Wellstone
DeWine Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—5
Gramm Lugar Smith (NH)
Lott Santorum
NOT VOTING—2
Hatch Helms
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

JOHNSON). On this vote, the yeas are 93,

October 3, 2002

the nays are 5. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn having
voted in the affirmative, the motion is
agreed to.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
Senators for this overwhelming vote in
bringing this debate to a close. This is
a piece of legislation that passed in the
other body 400 to 4. This vote shows
overwhelming support in this body.

Senator HATCH, the ranking member
of the Judiciary Committee, is nec-
essarily absent. I know he supports this
bill, too. And I thank, also on his be-
half, those Senators who joined in this
vote.

I do not know what the pleasure of
the body is, Mr. President, but I am
perfectly willing to move forward. I am
not going to request a rollcall vote. I
don’t know if anyone else wishes to
have one. I think to have had such an
overwhelming vote—93 to 5—gives a
pretty good understanding of where the
body is on a piece of legislation such as
this that covers everything from drug
abuse in juvenile areas, to creating 20
new judges, to protecting our FBI in
dangerous situations.

So, Mr. President, I am about to
yield the floor, but I am perfectly will-
ing to just go forward on the legisla-
tion. Obviously, if anybody else wants
to speak on it or ask for a rollcall vote,
that is their prerogative.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

IRAQ

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition today to discuss the
situation with respect to Iraq. At the
outset, I compliment the President for
coming to Congress. I believe that, as a
matter of constitutional law, the Presi-
dent, as Commander in Chief, has the
authority to respond to emergencies,
but when there is time for discussion,
deliberation, debate, and a decision,
then it is the responsibility of the Con-
gress, under the Constitution, to de-
clare war and to take the United
States to war.

Originally, there had been a conten-
tion that the President did not need
congressional authorization, but the
President has decided to come to Con-
gress, and I compliment him for doing
that.

I also think that the President has
moved wisely in seeking a coalition of
the United Nations, as President Bush
in 1991 organized a coalition, came to
the Congress, and had authorization for
the use of force against Iraq which had
invaded Kuwait. The assemblage of an
international coalition is a very impor-
tant item.

The issue of inspections is one which
has to be pursued. To say that Saddam
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Hussein is a difficult man to deal with,
would be a vast understatement. He
maneuvered and ousted the inspectors
from Iraq some 4 years ago.

It seems to me the inspections have
to be thorough, total, unannounced, in-
trusive, going everywhere, however,
there cannot be an exclusion for the
President’s palaces, which are very
large tracts of land and could conceal
great quantities of weapons of mass de-
struction.

Senator SHELBY and I made a trip to
the Sudan in August as part of a trip to
Africa. In the Sudan, we found that
there is an interest on the part of the
Sudanese Government in cooperating
with the United States, and they have
agreed to inspections of their arms fac-
tories and their laboratories. They are
no-notice inspections, where inspectors
go in and break the locks, inspect, and
take photographs anywhere, anytime,
anyplace. I believe that has to be the
format for inspections in Iraq.

I am concerned about the timing of
an authorization or declaration of war.
I think an authorization for the use of
force is tantamount or the equivalent
to a declaration of war. That author-
izes the President to wage war. It is a
concern of mine as to whether there is
authority for the Congress under the
Constitution to make this kind of a
delegation.

The learned treatise written by Pro-
fessor Francis D. Wormuth, professor
of political science at the University of
Utah, and Professor Edwin B. Firmage,
professor of law at the University of
Utah, engages in a very comprehensive
analysis of this issue.

The background of the issue is that,
when the Constitution and the three
branches of Government were formu-
lated, Article I gave certain authority
to the Congress. One of the authorities
that the Congress has is the authority
to declare war. Article II gave author-
ity to the executive branch, to the
President, and Article III gave author-
ity to the courts.

The core legislative responsibilities,
such as a declaration of war, have been
viewed as being non-delegable. They
cannot be given to someone else. Pro-
fessors Wormuth and Firmage say at
the outset of chapter 13, on the delega-
tion of the war power:

That Congress may not transfer to the ex-
ecutive . . . functions for which Congress
itself has been made responsible.

The treatise further goes on at page
70 to point out—and I am leaving out
references which are not directly rel-
evant—but the two professors point out
at page 70 that:

The Framers . .. never supposed that a
state of war could arise except as a result of
a contemporaneous decision of Congress on
the basis of contemporary known facts.

In the Federalist Papers, Hamilton
made an observation on this subject,
and it is cited again in the treatise by
the two professors noting that Ham-
ilton in the Federalist Papers argued
the system was safe precisely because
the President would never be able to
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exercise this power, referring to the
power to declare war or the power to
use force. While not cast specifically in
the dialogue of delegation of power, the
Federalist tracts, written by Hamilton
and cited by Wormuth and Firmage, do
argue about the limitations of Federal
power.

The treatise by Professors Wormuth
and Firmage then goes on to cite Chief
Justice Marshall, who said—and again
I leave out materials which are not di-
rectly relevant—it will not be con-
tended Congress can delegate powers
which are exclusively legislative.

Here you have a power, the power to
declare war, which is a core congres-
sional power. Chief Justice Marshall
has been the author of many doctrines
which have survived 200 years since he
served as Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court of United States.

The treatise by Wormuth and
Firmage then goes on to quote Clay,
and they cite this reference:

According to Clay, the Constitution re-
quires that Congress appraise the immediate
circumstances before the Nation voluntarily
enters into a state of war.

That is at page 207. The treatise fur-
ther points out, Clay’s argument was
that:

Congress itself cannot make a declaration
of a future war dependent upon the occur-
rence of stipulated facts, because war is an
enterprise in which all the contemporary cir-
cumstances must be weighed.

The treatise by Wormuth and
Firmage goes on to point out that it is:

Impossible for Congress to enact governing
standards for launching future wars.

They note it is not possible to au-
thorize the President:

To initiate a war in a future international
environment in which significant details,
perhaps even major outlines, change from
month to month or even from day to day.
The posture of international affairs of the fu-
ture cannot be known to Congress at the
time the resolution is passed.

So we have the generalized declara-
tion that core congressional functions
may not be delegated as a basic re-
quirement under the constitutional
separation of powers, and then an ar-
ticulation of the reasons as to why this
is the law. That is because, as noted in
the authorities, the circumstances may
change in a matter of months or, as
noted, even in a matter of days.

I am not unaware the Congress is
proceeding on a timetable which is
likely to eventuate a vote next week,
or if not next week, shortly thereafter.
As is well-known, we are in an election
season, with elections on November 5.
Today is October 3. The closing date of
the Congress had originally been set at
October 4, which would have been to-
morrow, Friday. It has been extended
until October 11. Nobody is sure when
we will adjourn. When asked the ques-
tion as to when the Senate will ad-
journ, I say the Senate adjourns when
the last Senator stops talking. We do
not know precisely when that will be.

There is a move to have a vote before
we leave town. Of course, we could
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come back. When there is a matter as
important as a resolution authorizing
the use of force, the equivalent of a
declaration of war, there is no congres-
sional responsibility that is weighed
more heavily, more solemnly, or more
importantly than that.

I am not naive enough to think any-
body is going to go into court or that
a court would consider this, what we
lawyers call a justiciable issue, or de-
cide this sort of a matter. I do think it
is a matter which ought to be focused
on by Members of the Senate and
House of Representatives. I have not
seen any public commentary on the
issue.

I became very deeply involved on the
legalisms of the doctrine of separation
of power 8 years ago when there was a
base closing commission where Con-
gress delegated authority to a commis-
sion to decide which bases would be
closed, and I think they inappropri-
ately closed the Philadelphia Navy
Yard. I studied the subject in some de-
tail—in fact, argued the matter in the
Supreme Court of the United States—
so when this issue has arisen, I have
been concerned about what the Con-
gress is doing. I have studied the issue
and have raised these concerns, which I
want to share with my colleagues.

I am well aware of the argument that
it would strengthen the President’s
hand to have a very strong vote from
the Congress of the United States, as
he is negotiating in the United Na-
tions. Secretary of State Powell is
seeking a tougher resolution before in-
spections start. The U.N. inspectors
met with the Iraqi officials and are
talking about starting inspections in 2
weeks. Secretary Powell yesterday said
he would like a tougher resolution so
there are more stringent requirements
to be imposed on Iraq before the in-
spections go forward. There are dif-
ficulties in dealing with the French,
the Russians, and the Chinese.

There is no doubt that a strong reso-
lution by Congress supporting the
President would give weight to the
President’s position. The predictions
are generalized that the President can
expect a very strong vote from the
House of Representatives, based on
what happened yesterday with the con-
currence of Speaker HASTERT and Dem-
ocrat Leader GEPHARDT. The senti-
ments of the Senate may be somewhat
different, perhaps a little more delib-
erative, but the predictions are that a
resolution will come from the Senate
backing the President as well.

I think it is a momentous matter. It
is one which we need to consider. We
need to consider all of the alternatives
short of the use of force. We need to
consider whether our objectives can be
attained without sending American
men and women into battle; without
exposing Iraqi civilians to casualties;
without undertaking the problems of
war—the attendant body bags, collat-
eral damage, and the death of civilians,
which is inevitable. We need to find a
way to rid Iraq and the world of Sad-
dam Hussein, and have the appropriate
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assurances that there are not going to
be weapons of mass destruction which
threaten the United States or our
neighbors.

There is a very serious concern as to
what will happen with neighboring
Israel. General Scowcroft, former Na-
tional Security Council, wrote an arti-
cle which appeared in the Wall Street
Journal in August, raising a concern
about an Armageddon, with the possi-
bility of a nuclear conflict if Iraq and
Saddam Hussein unleash weapons of
mass destruction on Israel, and as to
what the retaliation may be.

The consequences are very difficult
to figure out. If we can find a way to
get rid of Saddam Hussein; have the as-
surances that the world will not be
subjected to his maniacal impulses and
his irrational tendencies, which in-
cludes his use already of chemical
weapons in the Iran war and on his own
people, the Kurds; if we can find a way
to do that short of war, that certainly
ought to be our objective. I raise this
constitutional issue so that my col-
leagues may consider it, as well.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent I may proceed for an additional 5
minutes on an unrelated subject, the
confirmation of Judge James Gardner.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONFIRMATION OF JUDGE JAMES GARDNER

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, yester-
day in what is called wrap-up in the
Senate, by unanimous consent a Penn-
sylvania judge was confirmed. I had
not known that his confirmation was
imminent, however, I am very glad it
was and I am very glad it was accom-
plished. I thank the managers, includ-
ing the Senator from Nevada.

I make a comment or two about
Judge Gardner who was endorsed by
Senator SANTORUM and me and passed
our bipartisan nonpolitical nominating
panel. Senator SANTORUM and I have
maintained the practice which Senator
Heinz and I had many years ago on sub-
mitting applicants to a commission
which studies them, in addition to re-
view by the American Bar Association
and by the FBI.

Judge Gardner graduated magna cum
laude from Yale University, received
his JD degree from Harvard University
Law School, which is obviously an ex-
cellent educational background. He
then joined a big firm in Philadelphia,
Duane, Morris & Heckscher, and later
went to Allentown where he became a
member of the law firm of Gardner,
Gardner, & Racines.

He began his career in public service
as Solicitor to the Lehigh County
Treasury and later served as assistant
district attorney in Lehigh County. I
must say that being assistant D.A. is
very good training for anything. People
ask me what is the best job I ever had,
being a Senator or district attorney,
and I say the best job I ever had was as-
sistant district attorney, getting to the
courtroom and trying cases.

He has been on the Court of Common
Pleas of Lehigh County for some 21
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years, presided over 265 jury trials, and
written nearly 1,000 legal opinions, 138
of which have been published.

He is very active in community af-
fairs. He is on the Board of Directors of
the Boys and Girls Club of Allentown
and the Allentown ©Police Athletic
League. He has been awarded the Meri-
torious Service Medal from the Presi-
dent of the United States, and the
Pennsylvania Bar Association’s Special
Achievement Award.

We have a practice of trying to ac-
commodate litigants by having various
stations in Pennsylvania: one in Johns-
town, one in Bethlehem and in Lan-
caster, and of course we have the dis-
trict court sitting in Harrisburg, in
Wilkes-Barre, Scranton, and also Wil-
liamsport. Judge Gardner will be han-
dling the station in Allentown to ac-
commodate litigants so that they do
not have to travel long distances to
have their cases heard.

I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. I ask the Senator from
Kansas how long he wishes to speak.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I thank the Sen-
ator from Nevada. I would like to
speak for 15 minutes. I think there are
other people who would like to speak,
as well,

Mr. REID. We have spoken to the mi-
nority side. Senator BYRD wishes to use
his hour postcloture. I ask unanimous
consent he be allowed to do that begin-
ning at 1:10, following the statement of
the Senator from Kansas. Postcloture,
he is entitled to that. I ask he be al-
lowed to speak during that postcloture
on any matter he wishes to talk about.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, we
are on the judicial reauthorization bill
that just received cloture. I was happy
to see that taking place. I draw atten-
tion to the body to one particular pro-
vision that is important. It is J-1 visas.
These visas are granted to people who
were born in another country, other
than the United States, but trained ac-
cording to medical standards in the
United States, in passing medical
boards in the United States, and then
able to serve throughout the United
States. I know the Presiding Officer’s
State and my State are dependent on
people born in foreign countries being
able to provide medical services in
Kansas.

We have 105 counties and 20 that
would be medically underserved if not
for this feature called J-1 visas for
medically underserved counties to have
medical personnel, as I previously de-
scribed.

Within the provision of the judicial
reauthorization bill, it allows for 30 J-—
1 visas on a per State, per year basis to
work with recruitment of medical per-
sonnel. My State of Kansas is depend-
ent on this feature. Twenty of our 105
counties would be medically under-
served if not for J-1 visas. There was a
problem within the old program that
the oversight was not sufficient.
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After September 11, a number of peo-
ple were concerned about who was get-
ting into the United States under these
J-1 visas: Are they properly supervised
and properly observed, or is there po-
tential for untoward elements that
would come in this way that might
seek to do harm to the United States?
That was an area of concern. We were
concerned about everyone coming to
the United States at that point. This
was another area where people had
deep concerns.

This program, as we have revised it,
has supervision in place to watch this
program and to meet the needs of
States like Kansas where we have sig-
nificant areas of medically underserved
populations and at the same time meet
the security needs of the United States
so we do not allow in an individual who
seeks to do harm to the rest of the
United States.

I worked in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. We worked on the Immigration
Subcommittee. This bill got through
the House of Representatives. Con-
gressman JERRY MORAN from my State
worked over there. We have met every-
one’s concerns to get this passed
through the needs of States such as my
own, particularly for rural States be-
cause this is a chronic issue, with sig-
nificantly underserved areas, aging
population in some counties that need
more and more services and have more
and more difficulty getting medical
personnel into the areas. This is work-
ing under the J-1 category for medical
doctors. We are using it for medical
technologists. In the future we will
need it for broader categories within
health care as well, potentially for
physical therapists and nurses, to get
adequate personnel in places that are
needed. It will be a valuable feature,
looking into the future.

Overall, the judicial reauthorization
is a good bill, one that we should pass.
It is significant. We have not had one
of these reauthorizations for some pe-
riod of time. It is certainly the time to
be doing this, to bring this issue for-
ward. I commend the chairman and
ranking member and those who have
worked very hard in the conference
committee to move this issue forward.

IRAQ

Mr. BROWNBACK. As we look and
move forward on the issue of Iraq and
war with Iraq and the potential of pro-
viding the President military author-
ization, I hope the body and the Mem-
bers and people across the country and
across the world look at the potential
of a post-Saddam Iraq. Former Senator
Kerrey of Nebraska and I worked, when
he was in the Senate, with a group
called the Iraqi National Congress, an
umbrella group of opposition leaders,
to try to bring to the forefront opposi-
tion groups, bring them together, and
move forward with the track that once
Saddam is out, moving forward with a
democracy, with human rights, civil
liberties for the people of Iraq.

I think a lot of times we get caught
too much in the downside potential. It
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is not only whether we can get Saddam
out. It is not only what are going to be
the problems of doing this. Sometimes
we do not see the upside potential.

There is clear downside potential in
taking on Saddam Hussein, there is no
question about that—potential loss of
lives of our troops, our people, terrorist
threats, potential loss of life in the re-
gion, loss of life in Iraq. It is undeni-
able.

It is also unquestionable and undeni-
able that Saddam Hussein has killed a
number of people already, gassed his
own people, attacked Iran, gassed the
Iranian people. He has continued to
rule by fear. He has killed people with-
in his own Cabinet and his own family.
This is a man who is familiar with evil
and has exercised it.

What about after Saddam Hussein?
What then? You have a country in that
region that has a history of rudi-
mentary democracy. From 1921 until
1958, they had a constitutional mon-
archy, where you had a monarch but
you also had a parliament that was
elected by the people. They had control
over budgets and ministers in the var-
ious areas of the Cabinet. It is not the
level of our democracy today, but prob-
ably the level of the English democ-
racy in the mid-1800s. They had a func-
tioning democracy where they elected
people and they had real legitimate au-
thority within that. There is that
basis.

This is one of the oldest civilizations
in the world where Iraq is. They would
say this is the cradle of civilization, it
has been there for thousands of years—
and it has. It is an urban society.
Eighty percent of the population are in
urban areas. It is a well educated popu-
lace that is there. It is also sitting on
10 percent of the world’s oil supply. So
it has the ability to generate enough
income to rebuild and grow itself.

My point in saying all of that is that
post-Saddam, when you get this man,
who has brought so much evil to that
region of the world and to the rest of
the world, out of there, you have the
basis of a real, growing, healthy, vi-
brant, democratic, free-market society.
People are going to be free, and they
are going to have liberty, and there is
going to be great joy there for that
possibility, and to be able to move for-
ward in a region of the world that has
not known much in the way of democ-
racy.

Outside of Israel and Turkey, you
don’t have democracies in that region
of the world. You don’t have any free-
doms. You have a lot of resources, but
you have a lot of poverty. That is be-
cause systems matter, and they have
had systems that have been totali-
tarian in nature.

Iraq has a history that is different.
Until 1958, when there was a military
coup, this was an operating country
with many democratic features within
it. They can build on that. Once that is
established in Iraq, you move forward
and press for democracy, and that is
going to infect the entire region for de-
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mocracy, human rights, religious free-
dom, pluralism, tolerance, free mar-
kets. Then it is going to be able to
spread throughout.

As former Secretary Henry Kissinger
said at a hearing we had last week, he
views that if we go in and deal with
Iraq, it is going to have a very positive,
salutary effect on the war on ter-
rorism. It is going to say to a number
of countries that we are serious about
dealing with terrorists, we are serious
that countries that house and support
terrorists are our enemies; you are ei-
ther with us or against us in the war on
terrorism.

If we do not go at Iraq, our effort in
the war on terrorism dwindles into an
intelligence operation. If we go at Iraq
it says to countries that support ter-
rorists—and there remain six in the
world that fit our definition of state-
sponsored terrorists—you say to those
countries that we are serious about
terrorism and we are serious about you
not supporting terrorism on your own
soil. This is going to be a big statement
we will make.

It is with a great deal of difficulty
and it is with a great deal of cost. But
the option of doing nothing is far worse
than the option of doing something and
acting now. The upside potential of our
acting and helping allow the Iraqi peo-
ple their freedom to be able to move
forward with a democracy is signifi-
cant upside potential, within that re-
gion, for liberty and freedom to expand
throughout that area.

We will have this debate on granting
military authority to the President,
which is going to be a significant de-
bate in this body. Hopefully, we will
look at all the issues, and I think we
will. Particularly, we should look at
things such as: Is Saddam Hussein
going to be able to get weapons of mass
destruction to terrorists and out of the
country to attack other people during
this period of time?

I hope we will also look at the down-
side of not doing something and the up-
side of helping people pursue freedom
and liberty, such as what has the po-
tential of taking place in Iraq and pur-
suing a democracy there.

I point out to people who are not fa-
miliar with this, Saddam Hussein does
not control the whole country. He
doesn’t control the north of Iraq, the
Kurdish region. It was reported that a
number of Kurdish troops who are
there are outside of his control. He has
sporadic control in the south of the
country. He controls it during the day;
at other times, he doesn’t. His main
control is in the center, in the Baghdad
region of the country. This is not a ho-
mogeneous population, nor is it com-
pletely under his authoritarian rule.
We will be able to work with popu-
lations in both the north and south to
build pressure on him in the center of
this country when we move forward,
addressing and dealing with Saddam
Hussein.

It is a big issue. It is a big issue for
the country. It is a big issue for the
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world. It is a big issue for liberty. It is
a big issue, dealing with a very mili-
tant, politicized strain of Islam in that
region, and particularly in Iraq, that
Saddam Hussein seeks to exploit. You
know, he would not view himself asso-
ciated with it, but he is certainly
working to exploit that at this point in
time. This is an important argument
and discussion for this country and for
the world.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ED-
WARDS). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RUSH TO IRAQ RESOLUTION IGNORES
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Titus
Livius, one of the greatest of Roman
historians, said:

All things will be clear and distinct to the
man who does not hurry; haste is blind and
improvident.

“Blind and improvident’—‘‘Blind and
improvident.”

Congress would be wise to heed those
words today, for as sure as the Sun
rises in the East, this country is em-
barking on a course of action with re-
gard to Iraq that is both blind and im-
provident. We are rushing into war
without fully discussing why, without
thoroughly considering the con-
sequences, or without making any at-
tempt to explore what steps we might
take to avert the conflict.

The newly bellicose mood that per-
meates this White House is unfortu-
nate—unfortunate—all the more so be-
cause it is clearly motivated by cam-
paign politics. Republicans are already
running attack ads against Democrats
on Iraq. Democrats favor fast approval
of a resolution so they can change the
subject to domestic economic prob-
lems.

Before risking the lives—I say to
you, the people out there who are
watching through those electronic
lenses—before risking the lives of your
sons and daughters, American fighting
men and women, all Members of Con-
gress—Democrats and Republicans
alike—must overcome the siren song of
political polls and focus strictly on the
merits and not the politics of this most
grave, this most serious undertaking—
this most grave, this most serious issue
that is before us.

The resolution—S.J. Res. 46—which
will be before this Senate is not only a
product of haste, it is also a product of
Presidential hubris. This resolution is
breathtaking—breathtaking—in its
scope. It redefines the nature of de-
fense. It reinterprets the Constitution
to suit the will of the executive branch.
This Constitution, which I hold in my
hand, is amended without going
through the constitutional process of
amending this Constitution.
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S.J. Res. 46 would give the President
blanket authority to launch a unilat-
eral preemptive attack on a sovereign
nation that is perceived to be a threat
to the United States—a unilateral pre-
emptive attack on a sovereign nation
that is perceived to be a threat to the
United States.

This is an unprecedented and un-
founded interpretation of the Presi-
dent’s authority under the Constitu-
tion of the United States, not to men-
tion the fact that it stands the charter
of the United Nations on its head.

Representative Abraham Lincoln, in
a letter to William H. Herndon, stated:

Allow the President to invade a neigh-
boring nation whenever he shall deem it nec-
essary to repel an invasion, and you allow
him to do so whenever he may choose to say
he deems it necessary for such purpose—and
you allow him to make war at pleasure.
Study to see if you can fix any limit to his
power in this respect, after you have given
him so much as you propose. If, to-day, he
should choose to say he thinks it necessary
to invade Canada, to prevent the British
from invading us, how could you stop him?
You may say to him, ‘I see no probability of
the British invading us’ but he will say to
you ‘‘be silent; I see it, if you don’t.”

The provision of the Constitution giving
the war-making power to Congress, was dic-
tated, as I understand it, by the following
reasons. Kings had always been involving
and impoverishing their people in wars, pre-
tending generally, if not always, that the
good of the people was the object. This, our
Convention understood to be the most op-
pressive of all Kingly oppressions; and they
resolved to so frame the Constitution that
no one man should hold the power of bring-
ing this oppression upon us. But your view
destroys the whole matter, and places our
President where kings have always stood.

If he could speak to us today, what
would Lincoln say of the Bush doctrine
concerning preemptive strikes?

In a September 18 report, the Con-
gressional Research Service had this to
say about the preemptive use of mili-
tary force:

The historical record indicates that the
United States has never, to date, engaged in
a ‘‘preemptive’” military attack against an-
other nation. Nor has the United States ever
attacked another nation militarily prior to
its first having been attacked or prior to
U.S. citizens or interests first having been
attacked, with the singular exception of the
Spanish-American War. The Spanish-Amer-
ican War is unique in that the principal goal
of the United States military action was to
compel Spain to grant Cuba its political
independence.

The Congressional Research Service
also noted the Cuban Missile Crisis of
1962:

. represents a threat situation which
some may argue had elements more parallel
to those presented by Iraq today—but it was
resolved without a ‘‘preemptive’” military
attack by the United States.

Article I, section 8, of the Constitu-
tion grants Congress the power to de-
clare war and to call forth the militia
“to execute the Laws of the Union,
suppress Insurrections and repel Inva-
sions.”” Nowhere—mowhere—in this
Constitution, which I hold in my
hand—nowhere in the Constitution is it
written the President has the author-
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ity to call forth the militia to preempt
a perceived threat. And yet the resolu-
tion which will be before the Senate
avers that the President ‘‘has author-
ity under the Constitution to take ac-
tion in order to deter and prevent acts
of international terrorism against the
United States, as Congress recognized
in the joint resolution on Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force” fol-
lowing the September 11 terrorist at-
tack.

What a cynical twisting of words.
What a cynical twisting of words. The
reality is Congress, exercising the au-
thority granted to it under the Con-
stitution, granted the President spe-
cific and limited authority to use force
against the perpetrators of the Sep-
tember 11 attack. Nowhere—nowhere—
was there an implied recognition of in-
herent authority under the Constitu-
tion to ‘‘deter and prevent’ future acts
of terrorism. It is not in there. It is not
in that Constitution. There is no infer-
ence of it. There is no implication of it
for that purpose.

Think, for a moment, of the prece-
dent that this resolution will set, not
just for this President—hear me now,
you on the other side of the aisle—not
just for this President but for future
Presidents. From this day forward,
American Presidents will be able to in-
voke Senate Joint Resolution 45 as jus-
tification for launching preemptive
military strikes against any sovereign
nations they perceive to be a threat.

You better pay attention. You are
not always going to have a President of
your party in the White House. How
will you feel about it then?

Other nations will be able to hold up
the United States—hold up the USA—
as the model to justify their military
adventures. Do you not think, Mr.
President, that India and Pakistan,
China and Taiwan, Russia and Georgia,
are closely watching the outcome of
this debate? Do you not think future
adversaries will look to this moment to
rationalize the use of military force to
achieve who knows what ends?

Perhaps a case can be made Iraq
poses such a clear and immediate dan-
ger to the United States that preemp-
tive military action is the only way to
deal with that threat. To be sure,
weapons of mass destruction are a 20th
century and 21st century horror the
Framers of the Constitution had no
way of foreseeing. But they did foresee
the frailty of human nature. And they
saw the inherent danger of concen-
trating too much power in one indi-
vidual. They saw that. That is why the
Framers bestowed on Congress—not
the President—the power to declare
war.

As James Madison wrote, in 1793:

In no part of the Constitution is more wis-
dom to be found, than in the clause which
confides the question of war or peace to the
legislature, and not to the executive depart-
ment. Beside the objection to such a mixture
of heterogeneous powers, the trust and the
temptation would be too great for any one
man. . . .
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That was James Madison: ‘‘the trust
and the temptation would be too great
for any one man.”

Mr. President, Congress has a respon-
sibility to exercise with extreme care
the power to declare war. A war
against Iraq will affect thousands—if
not tens of thousands, and even hun-
dreds of thousands—of lives and per-
haps alter the course of history. It will
surely affect the balance of power in
the Middle East. It is not a decision to
be taken in haste, as we are being
pushed today, as we are being stam-
peded today to act in haste. Put it be-
hind us, they say, before the election.

It will surely affect the balance of
power in the Middle East. It is not a
decision to be taken in haste under the
glare of election-year politics and the
pressure of artificial deadlines. And yet
any observer can see that is exactly,
that is precisely what the Senate is
proposing to do—the Senate and the
House.

What a shame. Fie upon the Con-
gress. Fie upon some of the so-called
leaders of the Congress for falling into
this pit.

The Senate is rushing to vote on
whether to declare war on Iraq without
pausing to ask why. We don’t have
time to ask why. We don’t have time to
get the answers to that question: Why?
Why is war being dealt with not as a
last resort but as a first resort?

Why is Congress being pressured to
act now, as of today, I believe 33 days
before a general election, when a third
of the Senate and the entire House of
Representatives are in the final, highly
politicized weeks of election cam-
paigns? Why?

As recently as Tuesday, October 1—
this past Tuesday—the President said
he had not yet made up his mind. As
late as this past Tuesday, he had not
yet made up his mind about whether to
go to war with Iraq. And yet Congress
is being exhorted, is being importuned,
is being adjured to give the Presi-
dent open-ended—open-ended—author-
ity now—give it to him now—to exer-
cise whenever he pleases in the event
that he decides to invade Iraq.

Where are we? Where are our senses?
Why is Congress elbowing past the
President to authorize a military cam-
paign that the President may or may
not even decide to pursue? Aren’t we
getting a little ahead of ourselves?

The last U.N. weapons inspectors left
Iraq in October of 1998. We are con-
fident that Saddam Hussein retains
some stockpiles of chemical and bio-
logical weapons and that he has since
embarked on a crash course to build up
his chemical and biological warfare ca-
pability. Intelligence reports also indi-
cate that he is seeking nuclear weap-
ons but has not yet achieved nuclear
capability.

It is now October in this year of Our
Lord 2002. Four years have gone by in
which neither this administration nor
the previous one felt compelled to in-
vade Iraq to protect against the immi-
nent threat of weapons of mass de-
struction, until today, until now, until
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33 days before election day. Now we are
being told that we must act imme-
diately. We must put this issue behind
us. We must put this question behind
us. We must act immediately, we are
told, before adjournment and before
the elections.

Why the rush? Is it our precious
blood which will spew forth from our
feeble veins? No. Those of you who
have children, those of you who have
grandchildren, those of you who have
great-grandchildren should be think-
ing: It is the precious blood of the men
and women who wear the uniform of
these United States; that blood may
flow in the streets of Iraq.

Yes, we had September 11. But we
must not make the mistake of looking
at the resolution before us as just an-
other offshoot of the war on terror.

We know who is behind the Sep-
tember 11 attacks on the TUnited
States. We know it was Osama bin
Laden and his al-Qaida terrorist net-
work. We have dealt with al-Qaida and
with the Taliban government that shel-
tered it. We have routed them from Af-
ghanistan. We are continuing to pursue
them in hiding. So where does Iraq
enter into the equation? Where?

No one in the administration has
been able to produce any solid evidence
linking Iraq to the September 11 at-
tack. Iraq had biological and chemical
weapons long before September 11. We
knew it then. We helped to give Iraq
the building blocks for biological weap-
ons. We know it now.

Iraq has been an enemy of the United
States for more than a decade. If Sad-
dam Hussein is such an imminent
threat to the United States, why hasn’t
he attacked us already? The fact that
Osama bin Laden attacked the United
States does not de facto mean that
Saddam Hussein is now in a lock-and-
load position and is readying an attack
on these United States. Slow down.
Think. Ask questions. Debate.

In truth, there is nothing in the del-
uge of administration rhetoric over
Iraq that is of such moment that it
would preclude the Senate from setting
its own timetable and taking the time
for a thorough and informed discussion
of this crucial issue. What is the mat-
ter with us? We are the elected rep-
resentatives. We are the most imme-
diate elected representatives of the
American people across this land. What
is wrong with our taking the time to
ask questions?

The American people want questions
asked. It is not unpatriotic to ask
questions. Why shouldn’t we ask ques-
tions? Why do we have to be rushed
into voting on S.J. Res. 46?7 We should
have an informed discussion of this
crucial issue.

The President is using the Oval Of-
fice as a bully pulpit to sound the call
to arms, but it is from Capitol Hill that
such orders must flow. Read the Con-
stitution of the United States. The or-
ders must flow from Capitol Hill, not
from the Oval Office.

The people, through their elected
representatives in Congress, must
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make that decision. Why don’t we have
time? Why don’t we take time? We
make a huge mistake in deciding this
issue in an effort to ‘‘get it behind us.”
We are not going to get this issue be-
hind us. It is not going to be put behind
us.

It is here that debate must take
place and where the full spectrum of
the public’s desires, concerns, and mis-
givings must be heard. If Senators will
have the backbone to speak out, to ask
questions, to demand the answers to
questions, the American people are
waiting. They are listening. They want
answers to their questions.

I hear no clamor to go to war from
my people. I hear only the telephones
incessantly ringing, saying: Keep ask-
ing questions. We want to know why.
Stand up for us, Senator.

It is here that debate must take
place. We should not allow ourselves to
be pushed into one course or another in
the face of a full-court publicity press
from the White House. We have, rather,
a duty to the Nation and to the sons
and daughters of this Nation to care-
fully examine all possible courses of
action and to consider the long-term
consequences of any decision to act.

As to the separation of powers, Jus-
tice Louis Brandeis observed:

The doctrine of the separation of powers
was adopted by the Convention of 1787, not to
promote efficiency but to preclude the exer-
cise of arbitrary power.

No one supports Saddam Hussein. If
he were to disappear tomorrow, no one
would shed a tear around the world,
other than possibly tears of thanks-
giving. I would not. My handkerchief
would remain dry. But the principle of
one government deciding to eliminate
another government, using force to do
so, and taking that action in spite of
world disapproval is a very disquieting
thing.

Where does it end? What nation will
be next? I am concerned that it has the
effect of destabilizing the world com-
munity of nations. I am concerned that
it fosters a climate of suspicion and
mistrust in U.S. relations with other
nations. The United States is not a
rogue nation given to unilateral action
in the face of worldwide opprobrium.

We are about to change the face of
the United States, a nation which be-
lieves in liberty, justice, and human
rights. What are we about to change?
What is it going to be? What is the new
image of the United States going to be?
That of a bully, ready to draw both
guns and start shooting immediately?
This is preemptive action, isn’t it?

I am concerned about the con-
sequences of a United States invasion
of Iraq. It is difficult to imagine that
Saddam Hussein, who has been ruthless
in gaining power, ruthless in staying in
power, would give up without a fight.
He is a man who has not shirked from
using chemical weapons against his
own people. I fear he would use every-
thing in his arsenal against an invasion
force, or against an occupation force,
up to and including whatever chemical,
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biological, or nuclear weapons he
might still have.
Iraq is not Afghanistan, impover-

ished by decades of war, internal strife,
tribal conflict, and stifling religious
oppression. Though its military forces
are much diminished—and ours are
somewhat diminished—Iraq has a
strong central command and much
greater governmental control over its
forces and its people. It is a large coun-
try that has spent years on a wartime
footing, and it still has some wealth.

Nor do I think the Iraqi people would
necessarily rise up against Saddam
Hussein in the event of a United States
invasion, even if there is an undercur-
rent of support for his overthrow. The
Iraqi people have spent decades living
in fear of Saddam Hussein and his net-
work of informers and security forces.
There has been no positive showing,
that I know of, in the form of riots or
large and active internal opposition
groups, that popular sentiment in Iraq
supports a governmental overthrow or
the installation of a democratic or re-
publican form of government. There is
no tradition of democracy in Iraq’s
long history. There is, however, a nat-
ural instinct to favor the known over
the unknown, and in this instance the
United States is an unknown factor.

The President and his Cabinet have
suggested that this would be a war of
relatively short duration. If that is
true—which I doubt—why would the
Iraqi populace rush to welcome the
United States forces? In a few weeks,
they might have to answer to the rem-
nants of Saddam Hussein’s security
forces. A prudent Iraqi would just put
his or her head under the bed covers
and not come out until the future be-
came clear. Who knows, we might be
lucky. We have been pretty lucky thus
far in some of our adventures. We
might be. But we might not be lucky.
A United States invasion of Iraq that
proved successful, and that resulted in
the overthrow of the government,
would not be a simple effort. The after-
math of that effort would require a
long-term occupation.

The President has said he would
overthrow Saddam Hussein and estab-
lish a new government that would rec-
ognize all interest groups in Iraq. This
would presumably include the Kurds to
the north and the Shiite Muslims to
the south because the entire military
and security apparatus of Iraq would
have to be replaced. The United States
would have to provide interim security
throughout the countryside.

This kind of nation building cannot
be accomplished with the wave of a
wand by some fairy godmother—even
one with the full might and power of
the world’s last remaining superpower
behind her.

To follow through on the proposal
outlined by the President would re-
quire the commitment of a large num-
ber of U.S. forces—forces that cannot
be used for other missions, such as
homeland defense—for an extended pe-
riod of time. It will take time to con-
firm that Iraq’s programs to develop



S9876

weapons of mass destruction are well
and truly destroyed. It will take time
to root out all of the elements of Sad-
dam Hussein’s government, military
and security forces, and to build a new
government and security elements. It
will take time to establish a new and
legitimate government and to conduct
free and fair elections. It will cost bil-
lions of dollars—your dollars, the tax-
payers of America—to do this as well.
And the forces to carry out this mis-
sion and pay for this mission will come
from the United States. There can be
little question of that.

If the rest of the world doesn’t want
to come with us at the outset, it seems
highly unlikely that they would line up
for the follow-through, even though
their own security might be improved
by the elimination of a rogue nation’s
weapons of destruction.

So if the Congress authorizes such a
mission, we must be prepared for what
will follow. The Congressional Budget
Office has already made some esti-
mations regarding the cost of a pos-
sible war with Iraq. In a September 30
report, CBO estimates that the incre-
mental costs—the costs that would be
incurred above those budgeted for rou-
tine operations—would be between $9
billion and $13 billion a month, depend-
ing on the actual force size deployed.
Prosecuting a war would cost between
$6 billion and $9 billion a month. Since
the length of the war cannot be pre-
dicted, CBO could give no total battle
estimate. After hostilities end, the cost
to return U.S. forces to their home
bases would range between $5 billion
and $7 billion, according to the CBO.
And the incremental costs of an occu-
pation following combat operations
varies from $1 billion to $4 billion a
month. This estimate does not include
any cost of rebuilding or humanitarian
assistance.

That is a steep price to pay in dol-
lars. But dollars are only a part of the
equation. There are many formulas to
calculate costs in the form of dollars,
but it is much more difficult to cal-
culate costs in the form of human
lives—in the form of deaths on the bat-
tlefield and death from the wounds and
diseases that flow from the den of bat-
tle.

Iraqg may be a weaker nation mili-
tarily than it was during the Persian
Gulf war, but its leader is no less deter-
mined and its weapons are no less le-
thal. During the Persian Gulf war, the
United States was able to convince
Saddam Hussein that the use of weap-
ons of mass destruction would result in
his being toppled from power. This
time around, the object of an invasion
of Iraq is to topple Saddam Hussein, so
he has no reason to exercise restraint.

Now, we are being told by the White
House, let him be assassinated: The
cost of one bullet would be much less
than the cost of a war. Now this Nation
is embarking, isn’t it, on a doctrine of
assassination of other leaders of the
world? Is the ban on assassinations
being lifted? What do we hear from the
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White House? Are we going to revert to
the age of the Neanderthals, the cave-
men?

The questions surrounding the wis-
dom of declaring war on Iraq are many,
and they are serious. The answers are
too few and too glib. This is no way to
embark on war. The Senate must ad-
dress these questions before acting on
this kind of sweeping use-of-force reso-
lution. We do not need more rhetoric
from the White House War Room. We
do not need more campaign slogans or
fundraising letters. We, the American
people need information and informed
debate, because it is their sons, it is
their daughters, it is their blood, it is
their treasure, it is their children, men
and women who are killed in the heat
of battle.

Before rushing to war, we should
focus on those things that pose the
most direct threat to us—those facili-
ties and those weapons that form the
body of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruc-
tion program. The United Nations is
the proper forum to deal with the in-
spection of these facilities and the de-
struction of any weapons discovered.

If United Nations inspectors can
enter the country, inspect those facili-
ties, and mark for destruction the ones
that truly belong to a weapons pro-
gram, then Iraq can be declawed with-
out unnecessary risk or loss of life.
That would be the best answer for Iraq.
That would be the best answer for the
United States. That would be the best
answer for the world. But if Iraq again
chooses to interfere with such an ongo-
ing and admittedly intrusive inspec-
tion regime, then, and only then,
should the United States, with the sup-
port of the world, take stronger meas-
ures.

This is what Congress did in 1991 be-
fore the Persian Gulf war. The United
States at that time gave the United
Nations the lead in demanding that
Iraq withdraw from Kuwait. The U.S.
took the time to build a coalition of
partners. When Iraq failed to heed the
U.N., then and only then did Congress
authorize the use of force. That is the
order in which the steps to war should
be taken.

Everyone wants to protect our Na-
tion. Everyone wants to protect our
people. To do that in the most effective
way possible, we should avail ourselves
of every opportunity to minimize the
number of American troops we put at
risk. Seeking, once again, to allow the
United Nations inspecting regime to
peacefully seek and destroy the facili-
ties and equipment employed in the
Iraqi weapons of mass destruction pro-
gram would be the least costly and the
most effective way of reducing the risk
to our Nation, provided that it is
backed up by a credible threat of force
if Iraq, once again, attempts to thwart
the inspections.

We can take a measured, stepped-up
approach that would still leave open
the possibility of a ground invasion if
that, indeed, should become the last re-
sort and become necessary. But there
is no way to take that step now.
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Mr. President, I urge restraint. Let
us draw back from haste. President
Bush gave the United States the open-
ing to deal effectively with the threat
posed by Iraq. The United Nations em-
braced his exhortation and is working
to develop a new and tougher inspec-
tion regime with firm deadlines and
swift and sure accountability. Let us
be convinced that a reinvigorated in-
spection regime cannot work before we
move to any next step. Let us, if we
must employ force, employ the most
precise and limited use of force nec-
essary to get the job done.

Let us guard against the perils of
haste, lest the Senate fall prey to the
dangers of taking action that is both
blind and improvident.

Mr. President, a paraphrase of Jeffer-
son would be that the dogs of war are
too vicious to be unleashed by any one
man alone; that the Framers of the
Constitution thought the representa-
tives of the people in the legislative
branch ought to make these determina-
tions.

Let us sober up. Let us sober our-
selves. Let us take hold of ourselves.
Let us move back from this engine of
haste and destruction, this desire to
get it over, this desire to get it behind
us before the elections.

Here we have a resolution, S.J. Res.
46, nine pages of beautifully flowered
“whereases,” nine pages. Here we have
a resolution by which the Senate of the
United States and the House of Rep-
resentatives would be abdicating, push-
ing aside our responsibility to make
decisions about going to war.

This is an abdication of our respon-
sibilities. Here it is; what a shame;
what a rag; it is enough to make those
eagles up there scream, the eagles be-
side the clock—for a period that is un-
limited in time. Hear me, hear me now,
listen to this resolution on which we
are going to vote. For a period of time
that is unlimited, the President of the
United States is authorized to make
war anywhere he determines is in some
way linked to the threat posed by
Irag—anytime, anywhere, and in any
way.

Get that. That is what this amounts
to. This is a blank check, nine pages. A
blank check. A blank check with
whereas clauses serving as figleaves.
That is what it is, a blank check with
beautifully flowered whereas clauses
serving as figleaves. This is a blank
check. There it is.

Look at it, nine pages, a blank check
that does not simply remove us as rep-
resentatives of the people from deci-
sionmaking about the use of force now
or the use of force in Iraq. It removes
us as representatives of the people
from making decisions about the use of
war so far in the future as we can see.
It removes us. You cannot make any-
thing outside of it. It is plain.

I know it is obfuscated and it is all
sugar-coated with these figleaves of
“whereases.”” That means, let’s say in
the year 2014, the Congress will have no
role in determining whether military
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force should be used in some country
linked with Iraq or some purpose re-
lated to Iraq. The President can send
military forces into war wherever he
determines, and it may not be the
President we now have. It undoubtedly
will be another President because this
goes on into the future, as far as the
human eye can see.

Under the Constitution, we are abdi-
cating the congressional power to the
President of the United States. He can
send military forces into war wherever
he determines it is in some way related
to the ‘‘continuing threat’” posed by
Iraq. This resolution, this power, this
blank check, does not terminate if the
regime is changed in Iraq. This resolu-
tion, this power, does not terminate if
inspectors are allowed throughout Iraq.
This resolution does not terminate if
Iraq is disarmed and all of its weapons
and weapons facilities are removed. No.
The power goes on. You better read it—
read it and weep.

This resolution says that we, the
Congress of the United States, are
turning over our constitutional respon-
sibility to the President for as long as
there is some threat as the President
determines; use whatever military
forces he wants; wherever he wants to
use them; as long as he determines it is
necessary to react to the threat posed
by Iraq and those working, no doubt,
with Iraq, others that he can see as
their allies.

Do we want to do that? Do we want
to abdicate congressional responsi-
bility under the Constitution of the
United States to this President or any
President of any political party? Is
that what we want? Do we want to be
able to just wash our hands of it and
say it is all up to the President; we
turned it all over to the President?

This resolution—it is nine pages—
changes the constitutional presump-
tion that the Congress makes the de-
termination about whether to go to
war and for the foreseeable future gives
it to a single person elected by a mi-
nority of the people.

Ronald Reagan, for example, was
elected by one-fourth of the eligible
voters of this country. So we turn this
momentous power, this unimaginable
power, over to one person, the Presi-
dent of the United States, elected by a
minority of the people. The whereas
clauses are pretty. Oh, they are pretty,
pretty, pretty, pretty, pretty, pretty,
pretty whereas clauses, but they are
just window dressing. That is all. They
are just figleaves.

All that is necessary is the Presi-
dent’s own determination. Why do we
take up all this space? Why do we take
up nine pages? Why waste all this
paper? It is nine pages of beautifully
phrased ‘‘whereases.” If we want to
pass this resolution, we can pass it by
cutting it down to one sentence. That
is all we need, one sentence. We do not
have to have all of this window dress-
ing, all this sugar coating, on this bit-
ter pill. One sentence is all we need.
One page is all we need.
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That sentence could simply say, and
it would be legally the same as this
document—hear me—we could say the
President is authorized to use the
Armed Forces of the United States for
as long as he wants, wherever he wants,
and in any manner he wants, without
any approval by Congress, as long as he
determines it is necessary to defend
against a threat posed by Iraq, in his
own determination.

Let me read that again. Let’s dispose
of the 9 pages. All we need is one sen-
tence in order to do exactly what the 9
pages would do. All that is necessary is
the President’s own determination. We
can save a lot of space. We can save a
lot of paper if we want to pass this res-
olution by cutting it down to one sen-
tence, and that sentence could simply
say—and it would be legally the same
as this 9-page document—the President
is authorized to use the Armed Serv-
ices of the United States for as long as
he wants, wherever he wants, in any
manner he wants, without any ap-
proval by Congress, as long as he deter-
mines it is necessary to defend against
a threat posed by Iraq, in his own de-
termination. Nothing else is needed but
that sentence.

The rest of it is of no legal con-
sequence, just window dressing. That is
the blank check part of this resolution.

Let us guard against the perils of
haste, lest the Senate fall prey to the
dangers of taking action that is both
blind and improvident.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CLINTON). The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that under the con-
ference report rules I be allowed to
speak for up to an hour and do it on the
subject of Iraq.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

IRAQ

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I say
to my friend from West Virginia, the
distinguished Senator, a great leader in
the Senate, that he has been a voice of
sanity and reason. He has been a voice
that the Americans have wanted to
hear.

This is one of the most solemn duties
we have, and the fact that it was going
to be rushed and the fact that it came
right before an election and the fact
that we have so many unanswered
questions, those things are weighing on
this Senator’s shoulders. I am so
pleased the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, from his perspective, as someone
who has served so well and for so long,
was able to speak out as he has.

I do not know where we will wind up
on this, but I do know we are going to
have alternatives. I think the fact that
we will have alternatives, in many
ways, is because the Senator from West
Virginia from day l—remember the day
1—when our President did not even
want to come to Congress, when his
staff was saying to the President it was
not necessary, that the Senator from
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West Virginia, Mr. BYRD, said, just a
moment, read the Constitution.

So before I begin, I thank my friend
for his remarks.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
the great State of California for her
gracious remarks. I thank her, too, for
what she stands for, for standing up for
the Constitution and for representing
the people of her great State so well, so
consistently, and so effectively.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, it
means a great deal to me that the Sen-
ator has said these words.

One of the most sacred, one of the
most humbling, one of the most impor-
tant—Ilet me say the most important—
roles Congress has to play is deter-
mining whether our country should
send its sons and daughters to war.

The role of Congress in war and peace
must not be ignored. We can read it
right out of the Constitution. Article I,
section 8, says the following: The Con-
gress shall have power to declare war.

What has made me proud is that the
American people understand this. I be-
lieve they understand it better than
some in the administration who start-
ed off in August saying the President
did not have to come to Congress in
order to go to war with Iraq. To be spe-
cific, on August 26, the Washington
Post quoted a senior administration of-
ficial who said:

We don’t want to be in the legal position of
asking Congress to authorize the use of force
when the President already has the full au-
thority. We don’t want, in getting a resolu-
tion, to have conceded that one was con-
stitutionally necessary.

It is clear the American people will
not support a war against Iraq without
the agreement of Congress. According
to a USA Today-CNN poll, 69 percent of
the American people favored military
action with the support of Congress;
only 37 percent favored military action
if Congress opposed the move. It is also
important to point out that 79 percent
of the American people support the use
of force if it were supported by the
United Nations; only 37 percent favored
action without United Nations support.

This is not a minor point. This ad-
ministration did not want to come to
Congress; and then, when it decided to
do so because—frankly, they under-
stood the views of the American peo-
ple—they sent over a resolution which
was the most incredible blank check I
have ever seen. Its provisions basically
said that even if Iraq complied with in-
spection and dismantlement, the ad-
ministration could still go to war if
Iraq failed to provide documentation,
for example, on Kuwaiti POWs or be-
cause of its illicit trade outside the
Oil-for-Food Program. Those issues
certainly need to be addressed. There
are very few people—I don’t know of
any—who believe those reasons should
be enough to send our men and women
and our bombs to Iraq.

In addition, the original resolution
gave the President the authority to use
force not only in Iraq but in the entire
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region. When those in Congress—most-
ly Democrats but some Republicans,
too—said we needed to deliberate on
this important issue, take time to de-
bate it and discuss it and ask ques-
tions, we were hit by a barrage of criti-
cism from the Republican leadership
and immediately the issue was made
political.

Representative ToM DAVIS, Chairman
of the National Republican Congres-
sional Committee, said:

People are going to want to know before
the election where their representatives
stand.

Now, despite this pressure, I am
proud to say my colleagues are not sit-
ting back. We are going to fulfill our
obligations under the Constitution. We
are fulfilling our obligations to debate
war and peace. We are not allowing
this administration to ignore our
views, our opinions, and our heartfelt
concerns about America’s sons and
daughters and the innocent victims of
war.

While there are some in the adminis-
tration who believe taking up the Iraq
issue now will hurt Democrats, I am
not so sure. I am not so sure the Amer-
ican people want us to roll over and be
silent on this. I am not so sure the
American people don’t want us to see it
as our duty to check and balance this
administration. Already, because of
our voices, the resolution offered by
the President has been changed. In my
view, it is still a very blank check for
war with Iraq. I certainly cannot sup-
port a blank check. I think it is an af-
front to the people of this country to
do that. Originally, it was an even
blanker check, allowing the President
to go to war anyplace in the region.

The role of checks and balances that
we play is already evident. I know
that. I also know in the greatest coun-
try on the face of this Earth, in the
country that is great because of its
middle class and its productivity, in
that country, in our country, it is nec-
essary to not only deal with the issue
of Iraq, to deal with the issue of ter-
rorism, to protect our people when
they fly in an airplane or walk past a
nuclear plant or a chemical plant or
cross a bridge, it is also important to
deal with the impact of this adminis-
tration’s economic record: The worse
stock market decline in 70 years, the
worst economic growth in 50 years, the
greatest loss of jobs in the private sec-
tor in 50 years, and the threat that peo-
ple feel from retirement insecurity and
job insecurity, runaway health care
costs, and a falling median income.

Now, there are those who say the ad-
ministration is bringing up Iraq now to
avoid scrutiny from this volatile and
miserable economy. There have been
memos that show this to be their strat-
egy. There have been anonymous state-
ments to this effect. And whether that
is true or not, I leave to the American
people. I trust the American people to
look at this.

We must take care of the security of
the American people. Economic secu-
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rity is part of that. I believe this ad-
ministration is AWOL in this regard.
As we deal with foreign policy chal-
lenges, we Democrats will insist we
deal with domestic challenges, too.
And again, let the people decide if they
agree with us or not.

This I will also say clearly: We are
told constantly that the President has
not decided yet whether he wants to go
to war with Iraq. We hear it over and
over. I sit on the Foreign Relations
Committee. I am proud to sit on that
committee. I chair the terrorism sub-
committee. Recently, Colin Powell said
to us in an open hearing:

Of course the President has not made any
decision with regard to military action. He’s
still hopeful for a political solution, a diplo-
matic solution.

Secretary Rumsfeld said:

The President’s not made a decision with
respect to Iraq.

National Security Adviser Rice said:

The President has not made a decision that
the use of military force is the best option.

Ari Fleischer, the press spokesman,
makes that same statement day after
day after day.

I ask, if the President hasn’t decided
to go to war yet, if the administration
has not decided to go to war yet, if the
military has not been told there is
going to be a war, then why is the
President coming to Congress now, be-
fore he has made a somber decision,
and before he has answered many key
questions?

If our questions could be answered,
the many questions we have, it would
be one thing. However, I want to say
unequivocally that the myriad of ques-
tions I have asked have not been an-
swered.

In good conscience, how can I vote to
take our country to war alone, which is
what the President wants from us,
without allies and without the facts
that I need to fulfill my responsibil-
ities to the people of California.

Madam President, you know my
State very well. We have more than 30
million people. Out of the 880,000 re-
servists in the military, 61,000 are from
California. I owe them the best deci-
sion I can make. Those reservists, as
Senator INOUYE has pointed out, many
of them have families. At times you
will have a wife and a husband called
up to go into the danger zone. I need
my questions answered before I could
vote to send this country, alone—
alone—into battle.

Here are the questions I have asked
in one forum or another. Here are the
questions that I either do not have an-
swers to or the answers I have are in-
complete. If we give the President the
blank check he is asking for, which I
will not vote for, if we give him the go-
it-alone preemptive strike authority,
which I will not vote for, then I think
those who are considering voting for
that ought to ask these questions. I
will lay them out.

How many U.S. troops would be in-
volved?

What are the projected casualties?
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Would the United States have to foot
the entire cost of using force against
Iraq?

If not, which nations will provide fi-
nancial support?

Which nations will provide military
support?

What will the cost be to rebuild Iraq?

How long would our troops need to
stay there?

Would they be a target for terrorists?

What will the impact be on our fight
against terrorism?

Will Iraq use chemical or biological
weapons against our troops?

Will Iraq launch chemical or biologi-
cal weapons against Israel?

How will Israel respond?

What impact will that have?

How will we secure Iraqi chemical
and biological weapons once the fight-
ing starts?

How do we make sure such weapons
do not get into the hands of terrorists
or terrorist nations?

How do we make sure that Iraqi
weapons experts, from Iraq, do not mi-
grate to terrorist organizations or ter-
rorist states?

Have we given enough thought to al-
ternatives to avoid war?

Why haven’t we worked with the
United Nations to try Saddam Hussein
as a war criminal? He is a war crimi-
nal.

During the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee hearing with Secretary
Albright, I raised the idea put forward
by the Carnegie Endowment on coerced
inspections. Has this or a similar idea
been pursued?

If we are concerned about Saddam
Hussein acquiring weapons of mass de-
struction, why are we not fully sup-
porting the Nunn-Lugar weapons dis-
mantlement program?

I do not doubt that Iraq is up to no
good. I know they are. That is why I
voted for the Iraq Liberation Act. We
know that Iraq has biological and
chemical weapons and that they used
them against Iran and against its own
Kurdish minority. We know that fol-
lowing the Persian Gulf war, Iraq
promised to abide by the demands of
the U.N. but failed to live up to its
commitment. They have not allowed
unfettered inspections. They have lied
about chemical and biological weapons
programs. And they continue to seek
the capability to produce nuclear
weapons.

I do not doubt that there are some
members of al-Qaida in Iraq. But there
is al-Qaida in Syria. There is al-Qaida
in Africa. There is al-Qaida in Pakistan
and in Afghanistan. There are cells in
60 nations, including the United States
of America.

The fight against bin Laden and his
organization must not be weakened. I
want to quote what the head of our
Senate Intelligence Committee, Sen-
ator BOoB GRAHAM, has to say about
this. You and I know he is not a man of
overstatement. He said:

At this point I think Iraq is a primary dis-
traction from achieving our goals of reduc-
ing the threat of international terrorism.
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Listen to what Wesley Clark has
said. He headed our NATO troops.

Unilateral U.S. action today would disrupt
the war against al-Qaida.

Despite statements by staff to the
contrary, the DPresident appears to
want to go it alone in war when we are
already in a war. According to the
President, we are in a war, one that
will require all of our wits and lots of
our treasure, both in human capital
and in tax dollars.

I do not think it is enough to be crit-
ical of this blank check resolution the
President is supporting. I want to say
how I would approach this question.
Iraq must be held to its word, as ex-
pressed in U.N. resolutions, that it will
submit to thorough inspections and
dismantlement of weapons of mass de-
struction, period.

Let’s repeat that. Iraq must be held
to its word that it will submit to thor-
ough inspections, unfettered inspec-
tions, and dismantlement of weapons of
mass destruction, period. That is what
they agreed to. They signed on the dot-
ted line to do it. And that is what must
happen. Those were United Nations res-
olutions, and we must work for an up-
dated resolution ensuring that such un-
fettered inspections do take place or
there will be consequences. These
weapons are a threat to the world, and
the world must respond. I believe if we
handle this right, the world will re-
spond.

But if our allies believe we have not
made the case, if they believe this is a
political issue here, or if they believe it
is a grudge match here, or if they be-
lieve that the whole thing is being ma-
nipulated for domestic political rea-
sons, I believe that will hurt our Na-
tion. I believe that will isolate us. I do
not think that is a good path for our
country.

Can we rule the world with our weap-
ons and our guns and our might? I am
sure we can. I know we can.

Can we win every military confronta-
tion that anyone could ever imagine?
Yes. We can.

But I believe the greatness of our Na-
tion has been built on other things:
The power of our persuasion, not the
power of our arsenal; the power of our
ideals, not the power of our threats;
the power and greatness of our people,
not the power and the greatness of our
machines.

America at her best has been seen as
a beacon of hope, not fear; an example
not of ‘“Might makes right,” but
“Might backing right.”” What is right
at a time like this? I believe it is lay-
ing out a path for peace, not just a
path for war; trying everything we can
to avoid chaos and devastation to our
own and to innocent civilians who may
well be used as pawns in urban warfare.

I believed that Madeleine Albright,
the former Secretary of State under
President Clinton, and Dr. Henry Kis-
singer laid out a path for peace when
they spoke before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. They talked about
unfettered inspections and dismantle-
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ment of weapons of mass destruction.
As they said, and I agree, it will not be
easy. Maybe it will be impossible. But
there is no doubt in my mind that we
should lay out that path and try for
complete, unfettered inspections, with
nothing off limits, to be followed by
dismantlement of those weapons.

For those who say it will never work,
maybe they are right. But we have
never pulled the massive trigger of our
weapons on a nation that has not at-
tacked us first. At the least—at the
least—we should see if we can exhaust
all other options.

That is why I support the chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, Sen-
ator CARL LEVIN, and his resolution
that will be introduced. This is what it
does:

No. 1, it urges the United Nations Se-
curity Council to quickly adopt a reso-
lution that demands immediate, uncon-
ditional, and unrestricted access for
U.N. inspectors so that Iraq’s weapons
of mass destruction and prohibited
missiles will be destroyed.

No. 2, it urges this new U.N. Security
Council resolution to authorize the use
of necessary and appropriate force by
U.N. member states to enforce the res-
olution if Iraq refuses to comply.

No. 3, it reaffirms that, under inter-
national law and the U.N. Charter, the
United States has the inherent right to
self-defense.

No. 4, it authorizes the use U.S.
Armed Forces pursuant to the new U.N.
Security Council resolution that deals
with weapons of mass destruction.

In closing, let me say very clearly
that I will not vote for a blank check
for unilateral action. I also will not
vote for a resolution that is dressed up
to look like Congress has powers when,
in fact, all the words really call for are
consultations and determinations.

That is when Senator BYRD said
“pretty’” words. He said, ‘‘Pretty, pret-
ty, pretty words.”” Sounds good—con-
sultations and determinations. What
does it really mean? Nothing. It means
the administration tells us what they
think. We already know what they
think.

To me, consultations and determina-
tions without a vote by Congress are
like a computer that is not plugged in.
It looks good, it looks powerful, it
looks impressive, but it does nothing.

I didn’t come to the Senate for the
title. I didn’t come to the Senate to de-
bate meaninglessly on the Senate floor.
I didn’t come to the Senate to do noth-
ing. I didn’t come to the Senate to run
away from a hard vote. I came to up-
hold the duties of my office. I came to
represent the people of California.

In the past 4 years, I have voted to
use force twice—once against Milosevic
to stop a genocide and once after Sep-
tember 11 when we suffered a barbarous
attack. But, in this case, if any Presi-
dent wants to go to war alone or out-
side the type of coalitions we have
built for the war on terror, or the last
Persian Gulf war, then let him come to
the American people, through the Con-
gress for another debate and a vote.
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It is one thing to go with a coalition.
It is one thing to determine that we
will be part of a multinational force. It
is another thing to do it alone, without
a specific vote of the Congress before
the President has decided to do so. As
I have said, his aides keep telling us he
has not made the decision. So why do
we have to give him a blank check
today? If he wants to go it alone, if he
wants to send my people to a place
where we don’t even know if chemical
or biological weapons will be used, we
don’t even know what the estimates of
casualties are, we don’'t even know
what it is going to cost, we don’t even
know how long we are going to have to
stay there, we don’t know what will
happen if Israel responds—we don’t
know so many things—I don’t think it
is asking too much to ask my col-
leagues to support a resolution by Sen-
ator LEVIN. He said that if he wants to
go it alone, then the President has to
come back.

In the CARL LEVIN resolution, it is
implicit that he must come back if he
wants to go it alone. CARL LEVIN’s res-
olution authorizes force as part of the
U.N. enforcement action to dismantle
Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction.
But again, if the President wants to go
it alone, he must come back to us.

I believe the people of my State ex-
pect me, on their behalf, to get my
questions and their questions an-
swered, not to engage in guesswork,
and, above all, not to abdicate my re-
sponsibility as a Senator to anyone
else. If our Founders wanted the Presi-
dent—or any President—to have the
power to go to war without our con-
sent, they would have said so. But,
again, this is what our Founders said in
article I, section 8: Congress shall have
power to declare war.

Thank you very much, Madam Presi-
dent. I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

WEST COAST PORT CLOSURE

Mr. BOND. Madam President, we
have talked some about our fragile
economy and the problems we are fac-
ing. Growth, which began slowing in
1999, coupled with the tragic impact of
September 11, has resulted in hardship
for many. We have seen unemploy-
ment, reduced value of market securi-
ties, more problems with health care,
and other difficulties.

There are measures pending in this
body I believe would do a great deal to
help the economy. They are such
things as passing a terrorism risk rein-
surance bill, which could get our build-
ing trades back to work; passing an en-
ergy bill, which has the potential of
employing more than three-quarters of
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a million people, and securing our en-
ergy independence. We have not been
able to work on those.

But now we face a further challenge,
which is a self-inflicted attack on our
economy by our own people; and that is
the contract dispute which has closed
the West Coast docks, providing a ter-
rible bottleneck for crucial exports and
imports.

This is the line of commerce: Trade
going out, agricultural products being
sold; inputs, goods coming into the
United States; and it is shut down by
this dispute.

Many Missouri constituents are ask-
ing us what can be done. Retailers are
asking where their goods are for them
to be able to make sales and continue
to employ their people. Agricultural
producers, who have meat for export
rotting on their docks, are saying
something must be done.

According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal, goods valued at more than $300 bil-
lion move annually through these
ports. According to the New York
Times, these ports handle half the Na-
tion’s imports and exports. Further es-
timates are that this shutdown could
cost our economy $1 billion per day and
grow further as the shutdown con-
tinues to $2 billion per day. The longer
it goes, the worse it gets. Regrettably,
the State of Missouri has the highest
unemployment growth rate in the Na-
tion, and we cannot afford economic
homicide of this nature.

This affects jobs upstream and down-
stream throughout the entire economy.
It affects truckers and railroad work-
ers and farm workers and retail clerks
and consumers and others. These are
real workers who are real people and
have real families. They are hurting.

I am not an expert on the specific
grievances of these several hundred
workers and their unions and the em-
ployers at the docks, but this major fa-
cility is nothing to toy with. I don’t
care if the grievances are moderate or
petty, it is not worth the harm that
could be done to thousands of other
working people and our economy. The
parties have to be brought together.
One would think that workers report-
edly earning $106,000 per year for less
than 40 hours a week could resolve the
grievances on the job without hurting
other workers in my State who earn
far less. While they sit on their chairs
at the docks, people around the coun-
try are the ones suffering. This power
play will have too much collateral
damage to be allowed to continue.

One company, National Cart Com-
pany, in St. Charles, MO is a manufac-
turer that employs 140 people. They
manufacture material handling equip-
ment and rely on some components
from Asia. This is the busiest time of
their year because their customers
need their products to stock shelves for
Christmas. Unless this is resolved, they
will be laying off workers in 2 weeks or
slightly more.

Another company, TRG, located in
St. Louis, with 80 employees, can’t
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stock their shelves with recreation and
travel accessories that they sell. When
they shut down, their employees are
out of work.

Another St. Louis company, Donelly
and Associates, manufactures tele-
communications products. They only
have seven employees, but if they do
not get supplies in a week to 10 days,
they will shut down, and those workers
will be laid off. The president of that
firm told my office that for every day
the supply is disrupted it takes as
many as b days to get it back on line.
He told us that the airlines have al-
ready stopped taking bookings out of
Asia.

Another plant manager from Magnet
LLC in Washington, MO said they are
unable to get supply, and he predicts
that if this is not resolved, they may
be forced to lay off workers in 2 to 3
weeks. They have 375 employees and
are urgently trying to make product to
satisfy Christmas demand.

There is a story in the Washington
Post this morning about how people in
Hawaii are stockpiling goods, and per-
ishable food products are at risk of rot-
ting on the docks. The retailers are
trying to get winter and Christmas
goods inventoried. Over 60 percent of
beef exports and 50 percent of pork ex-
ports and one quarter of our chicken
exports travel through these ports.
Meat is rotting on the docks. Many
freezers in the country are at capacity
and inventories will become further
backed up and prices will be depressed
below levels that are already low.

Yesterday, according to the Los An-
geles Times, ‘‘picketers tried to pre-
vent a banana-carrying ship from leav-
ing the dock, provoking a confronta-
tion that brought out police in riot
gear.”

The Los Angeles Times has another
story about how ‘‘the labor dispute is
putting a strain on independent truck-
ers who move port-related cargo.”
They quote a truck driver named Jose
Louis Martinez who ‘‘doesn’t care
whether labor or management is to
blame in the dispute * * * he cared
only that the wallet he would bring
home to his wife and two daughters
would be empty for the third time in
four days.”

There are over 10,000 truckers—the
majority of them independent—who
normally make as many as three visits
a day to the ports, according to the
California Trucking Association. Bur-
lington Northern-Santa Fe said it has
suspended shipments of marine con-
tainers to all West Coast ports and
grain to ports to Washington and Or-
egon.

I can’t speak to the fairness of the
labor negotiations, but I can speak to
the unfairness of a few people being
willing to injure many people to get
their own way and to destroy a vital
sector of our economy. I can’t see how
a dispute about bar code readers—they
are objecting to bringing in bar code
readers, things that they use in every
supermarket I have been in, and most
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retail stores—should cost the economy
billions of dollars and intentionally
throw people out of work. Frankly, my
constituents don’t understand the ap-
proach being taken, which seems to be:
We will tear down everyone we can
until we get our own way. I think it is
outrageous. I think these matters
should be resolved immediately. They
should be resolved with the docks open
for business.

This is extortion, where the hostages
are ordinary working families, many of
whom will never earn in any year as
much as the dock workers earn in
three-quarters of a year. If they were
only hurting themselves, I would ad-
vise that we stay out of it and have at
it. But they are dragging everyone else
with them. Since when is the economic
leader of the world closed for business?
This is an outrage.

Here our President and his team are
working vigorously to open foreign
markets. We gave them the power. But
why? So labor disputes can have export
products rot on the docks? We can all
have disagreements about whether
raising taxes or lowering taxes will
help our economy. I have some strong
views on that. People in this body dis-
agree with me. But one thing we cer-
tainly ought to be able to agree on is
that a tactic of this nature is bad for
the economy, bad for working families,
and should be resolved yesterday.

I have asked the President—and sent
a letter to him—to use his authority to
intervene. I hope he will do that. I have
read that some in this body object to
his intervening. I know the President
has agreed these people should get
back to work. He expressed that view
in strong terms and made mediation
services available.

Working families in my State cannot
wait. It is a terrible shame it would
come to this. It is a shame that people
haven’t worked this out on their own,
as they should. But our economy is too
fragile for self-interested, shortsighted,
and self-inflicted wounds of this na-
ture.

I urge the President to take further
steps to stop this dispute, to get com-
merce flowing, and to get people back
to work. Whether it be truckers and
railroad workers in California or retail
clerks throughout the Nation or agri-
cultural producers in our heartland or
other industrial workers who are mak-
ing products for export to the South-
east Asian market, they are being de-
nied a livelihood because of a dispute
over bar code readers, something that
is not really that advanced a tech-
nology but is in use every day in stores
we visit.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
as in morning business for 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Madam President, I
thank my good friend from Missouri
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for his words today because they echo
mine.

Today I sent a letter to the White
House and the President asking him to
intervene in this slowdown and lock-
out, however you want to interpret it,
of west coast ports. Today, 29 west
coast ports, representing about half of
our Nation’s seaborne commerce, re-
main closed. Furthermore, we have an-
other situation that complicates it.
Weather conditions have temporarily
limited the seaborne and other modes
of commerce on the gulf coast due to
Hurricane Lili. Our ability to export
our goods or import our goods is quick-
1y becoming paralyzed.

The latest attempt at renegotiation
between the Pacific Maritime Associa-
tion and the International Longshore
and Warehouse Unions has stalled, and
they have stalled based on protocol and
the presence of security personnel.

Isn’t that something? While they are
arguing that in those negotiations, we
are just coming through a crop year in
my State of Montana, and already that
is having an effect on us. I am also a
little bit disturbed about the negotia-
tions on salaries of $110,000 to $140,000 a
year; they are on the table also. I want
to give you a little comparison on why
we are a little out of kilter here.

According to the USDA, the average
farm operator household income is
$65,000 a year. I don’t like averages.
That is on-farm and off-farm income. I
don’t like to deal in averages because I
know there are exceptions to the rule.
Averages are like: If you have one foot
in a bucket of ice and the other foot in
the oven, on average, you ought to feel
pretty good. That doesn’t always work.
The average farmer in my State makes
around $30,000 to $40,000 a year. That is
net. And they are forced—after we
make the investment, put in our la-
bors—they are forced to watch their
yearly harvest sit while the longshore-
men and management squabble about
salaries that are sometimes two to
three times the amount of their gross.

So I think it is about time that
President Bush intervene. If the parties
are unable to negotiate a compromise
by the end of this week, it is time to
take action before they do too much
damage to our national economy, and
particularly those people who are im-
pacted by a stalemate at our ports. The
President can invoke the Taft-Hartley
Act to resolve this matter. According
to law, a Taft-Hartley injunction can
be invoked if ‘‘a threatened or actual
strike or lockout affecting an entire
industry, or a substantial part thereof,
engaged in trade, commerce, transpor-
tation, transmission, or communica-
tions among the several States, or with
foreign nations, or engaged in the pro-
duction of goods for commerce will, if
permitted to occur or to continue, im-
peril the Nation’s health and safety.”

What it does, basically, is allow for a
cooling-off period while workers go
back to the ports and commerce is al-
lowed to continue. It gives the nego-
tiators this time to work out a com-
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promise. An agreement is necessary,
and the President does have the power
to impose that agreement. Economic
consequences have the potential to in-
jure workers, employers, and con-
sumers alike.

The crisis is costing the U.S. econ-
omy up to $1 billion a day and will af-
fect the economy that is struggling to
grow. If you can imagine, fruits and
vegetables and other perishables rot-
ting at the ports—those coming in, and
those to be exported. My good inde-
pendent trucker friends are sitting
around just letting their trucks idle,
waiting for work. The alternative, such
as air freight, is limited due to capac-
ity and also security issues. Auto man-
ufacturers are waiting on parts and
components. One manufacturer has an-
nounced closure of its California plant.

Of course, the retail impact is im-
measurable, considering that right now
all the goods and services are moving
for the upcoming holiday season. The
west coast labor crisis is no longer
about ‘‘the rights of workers” or ‘‘man-
agement negotiating philosophy.” It is
about American prosperity and pro-
tecting the principles of commerce for
this Nation.

If this shutdown is allowed to go on
at the west coast ports, there is no
doubt about the impact it will have on
my State of Montana. It could not
come at a worse time. Because of
drought, and droughts in other coun-
tries, and a little bit of a shortage,
wheat prices have gone up approxi-
mately $2 higher than we have had in
the last 5 years. In 5 years, this is the
first time we have had a market—any
kind of a market. And 90 percent of
what we produce in my State is mar-
keted in huge volumes, and it goes for
export. The timing of this price ad-
vance is particularly fortuitous in light
of the economic effects of a 4-year
drought along with it. However, the
labor crisis has already led to an 8-cent
to 12-cent drop in that market just
since Sunday.

We are feeling the effects in another
way. What about my railroaders? Ear-
lier this week, Burlington Northern
and Union Pacific Railroads announced
an embargo on all grain movements to
the west coast of the United States,
citing overcapacity and lack of stor-
age.

The net effect of those embargoes,
again, will lead to overcapacity in
grain storage facilities in my State of
Montana. It is harvest time, folks, and
this is the first time we have had a
market, whenever the grain is ready.
In other words, it is harvested and
ready to roll, and it is ready to be
shipped. Furthermore, right behind it,
we are less than 30 days away from the
corn harvest season; that will be in its
peak.

Grain car shortages will force farm-
ers to find alternative storage capacity
or leave their wheat on the ground ex-
posed to the elements. We have seen
that before. Even if the lockout con-
cludes this week, the residual impact
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will lead to several weeks, possibly
months, of delay in the movement of
those products to our major ports.
Even those who have sold their grain
will not be able to deliver against their
contracts and, more importantly, the
income from that delivery is needed at
this time of the year. This is the time
we make our land payments. This is
the time we pay our taxes.

There is another aspect involved. We
have spent hundreds of thousands of
dollars in developing the Asian and
other Pacific markets, on which we
have to compete with our friends in
Canada and Australia. We can do that
for the simple reason that we have al-
ways been a reliable source. They can
count on us not only for volume but
also quality. We are jeopardizing that
market development.

So this is our opportunity, in normal
times, to recapture some of those
major exports that we lost over the
last 2 or 3 years. We can do it. The only
thing that is holding us back is this
squabbling over salaries of $90,000 to
$140,000, which are triple that of my av-
erage farmer in Montana. We are able
to take advantage and recoup from
years of drought, and it all could be
lost with our inability to export.

An extended work stoppage or slow-
down by the west coast port workers,
who enjoy some of the highest pay
rates in the country, is already having
its effect. Our shoes are getting a little
tight. Grain millers of the world are
coming to the United States for their
supply, and they are denied delivery.

In my letter to the President, I laid
out that this is no longer a standard
labor-management negotiation. It has
become the groundwork for a poten-
tially grave economic slowdown that
will jeopardize consumer confidence
and our national commercial infra-
structure.

Who says one little group cannot im-
pact an economy that is suffering and
trying to dig itself out of a 5-year hole?

I hope the President takes note of
the letter. I know Senator BOND has
sent a letter to the White House asking
the President to intervene and use the
Taft-Hartley law with which to do it.

I thank the Chair, and I yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER) The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on a mat-
ter other than the Department of Jus-
tice authorization bill but the time
continue to run under the cloture rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MEMBERS’ PAY RAISE

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I had
the opportunity to speak last Thursday
night with regard to the issue of the
possibility of war with Iraq. I am, of
course, listening carefully to my col-
leagues as they discuss the prospect of
war. Nothing could be more serious,
and I am pleased this body will be en-
gaged in this matter in earnest.
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The public nature of that debate
stands, though, in great contrast to an-
other matter. While the country is fo-
cused on whether or not to go to war,
Members of Congress will once again be
quietly sidestepping the issue of their
own pay raise, an evasion that is made
all the more inappropriate by the very
fact that we may be on the brink of
war.

The cloakrooms have advised their
offices that we are likely to consider
another continuing resolution this
week, and there is speculation that we
are not likely to consider the indi-
vidual appropriations bills that remain
before we adjourn for this year.

I raise this because there is increas-
ing reason to believe that this body
may not be able to consider the sched-
uled Member pay raise. Current law
provides Members with an automatic
pay raise without a debate or a vote, a
stealth pay raise. The pay raise sched-
uled for January 2003 will be about
$5,000. It follows automatic pay raises
in January 2002, January 2001, and Jan-
uary 2000. Altogether these pay raises
for Members of Congress, four pay
raises in the last 4 years, total $18,000.

The current system of stealth pay
raises is already inaccessible, and the
current legislative position of the body
makes it even more so. We are unlikely
to consider the Treasury-Postal appro-
priations bill, which is the traditional
vehicle for amendments to stop the
Member pay raise, and we may not con-
sider other amendable vehicles.

Members who favor the scheduled
pay raise should not be comforted by
this. Congress is not going to sneak
this by without anyone noticing, nor
will it be lost on the average citizen
that Congress is allowing this to hap-
pen on what may be the eve of war.

In his more recent volume on the life
of Lyndon Johnson, Robert Caro re-
counts similar events early in World
War II.

He writes:

During the war’s very first months, while
an unprepared America—an America unpre-
pared largely because of Congress—was reel-
ing from defeat after defeat, a bill arrived on
Capitol Hill providing for pensions for civil
service employees. House and Senate amend-
ed the bill so that their members would be
included in it, and rushed it to passage—be-
fore, it was hoped, the public would notice.
But the public did notice: the National Jun-
ior Chamber of Commerce announced a na-
tionwide Bundles for Congress program to
collect old clothes and discarded shoes for
destitute legislators. Strict gasoline ration-
ing was being imposed on the country; con-
gressmen and senators passed a bill allowing
themselves unlimited gas. The outrage over
the pension and gasoline ‘‘grabs’ was hardly
blunted by a hasty congressional reversal on
both issues. Quips about Congress became a
cottage industry among comedians: ‘I never
lack material for my humor column when
Congress is in session,”” Will Rogers said. The
House and the Senate—the Senate of Web-
ster, Clay, and Calhoun, the Senate that had
once been the ‘‘Senate Supreme,”’ the pre-
eminent entity of American government—
had sunk in public estimation to a point at
which it was little more than a joke.

Mr. President, let’s not let history
repeat itself. I call upon the leadership
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to ensure we have a debate and a vote
on the scheduled pay raise. I am will-
ing to accept a very short time limit,
understanding the very important busi-
ness we have, 20 minutes equally di-
vided, even 5 minutes equally divided.
This will not take long. But the public
is entitled to a debate and a vote.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for the ben-
efit of all Members, we expect to have
a vote in the next hour, hour and 15
minutes on the motion to invoke clo-
ture. We hope to have a voice vote on
the conference report that is before the
Senate. I, therefore, ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Arizona,
Mr. KyYL, be recognized to speak
postcloture for up to 1 hour and he can
speak on any subject he desires; fol-
lowing that, the two leaders will be
recognized, Senator LOTT and then
Senator DASCHLE, and then we will pro-
ceed to a vote on a cloture motion.

I ask unanimous consent for Senator
KyL, but I am alerting Members, fol-
lowing that, Senators LoTT and
DASCHLE will speak, and then we will
vote on the cloture motion.

I ask the Chair to approve my unani-
mous consent request regarding Sen-
ator KYL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Senator KyYL is in the
building and will come to speak short-
ly. After that, the two leaders will ap-
pear, and we will vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank the
assistant majority leader for his cour-
tesy. I wish to address a matter that is
not directly related to the conference
report before us, though there is some
indirect relationship to it. I assume I
do not have to ask unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani-
mous consent has already been grant-
ed.

Mr. KYL. I thank the Chair.

USE OF FORCE AGAINST TRAQ

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, we have
really already begun the debate on a
resolution to authorize the use of force
against Iraq if the President deems it
necessary. Several Members have come
to the Chamber and spoken about the
issue. We are going to begin that de-
bate formally sometime this evening, I
believe, and it will continue on through
Friday, Monday, and then shortly
thereafter we will be voting on this im-
portant resolution.

As with the debate 11 years ago when
force was authorized and we repelled
Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait,
Members of both bodies discussed the
issue at a level, frankly, that we are
unaccustomed to doing. When we are
making a decision to send our young
men and women into harm’s way, when
we are literally authorizing war, I
think a degree of seriousness begins to
pervade all of our thinking. We address
these issues with the utmost of serious-
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ness because we are aware of the con-
sequences, and they deserve no less,
and our constituents and our military
deserve no less than that degree of con-
sideration.

When we debate this issue, we will
find there are good arguments on both
sides of the issue, and I realize there
will be different nuances, so it is not as
if there are just two sides to the de-
bate. But at the end of the day, we are
going to have the question before us:
Are we going to authorize the use of
force?

There will be some alternatives be-
fore us. That debate needs to be based
upon the very best information, the
very best intelligence, the very best
analysis we can bring to bear, and it
also has to be based upon a good rela-
tionship between the legislative and
the executive branches because in war
we are all in it together. We have to co-
operate. We have to support the Com-
mander in Chief.

The last thing we would ever do is to
authorize the Commander in Chief to
take action and then not support that
action. Our foes abroad, as well as our
allies abroad, need to know we will be
united once a decision is made, and we
will execute the operation to succeed,
if it is called for.

I am very disturbed at the way that
part of this debate is beginning, and
that is what I wanted to speak to
today. There has been an effort by
some to broadly paint the administra-
tion as uncooperative in sharing intel-
ligence 